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Cavoli is a freelance writer and Johnson is man-
aging editor of Program Manager Magazine, DAU
Press, Fort Belvoir Va.

2002 Distance Learning 
Association Awards

DAU Named Winner for Second Consecutive Year—
Knowledge Management Officer Honored
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F
ORT BELVOIR, Va. (April 10,
2002)—How will the digital age
change the way we learn? Using
technology to improve and ex-
pedite learning, to excite and en-

tice students, teachers and administra-
tors, is a hot topic for educators at all
levels—academic, professional, busi-
ness, and government. The widespread
interest in applications of distance learn-
ing was evident at the 12th Annual e-
Learning Conference & Expo, held April
8-11 at the DC Convention Center.

Thousands of corporate executives, ed-
ucation professionals, and government
and military personnel attended the con-
ference. Keynote speakers included for-
mer Mayor of New York City Rudolph
Guiliani. A crammed exhibit hall blazed
with innovation, new ideas, demon-
strations, possibilities—all showcasing
the marriage of technical achievement
with educational goals to produce a su-
perior product delivered in a more use-
ful way. 

In the arena of distance learning, the
Defense Acquisition University (DAU)
is receiving its share of awards and
recognition for innovative programming,
forward-thinking ideas, and individual
excellence.

On April 10, the U.S. Distance Learn-
ing Association (USDLA) presented 11
Distance Learning Awards to profes-
sionals, organizations, companies, and
institutions for excellence in teaching,
programming, and outstanding indi-
vidual achievement. DAU, for the sec-
ond year in a row walked away a win-
ner, earning two of the coveted awards. 

The purpose of the USDLA Awards is
to acknowledge the efforts of innova-
tors and “pioneers,” and highlight those
that are excellent in the field. Categories
included Higher Education, Govern-
ment, K-12 Education, Corporate/Busi-
ness, and Telemedicine.

USDLA President Glenda Mathis intro-
duced this year’s award winners. “A few
years ago,” noted Mathis, “it was hard
to explain the concept of distance learn-
ing, much less find effective examples.
Now, there is an explosion of high-qual-
ity programs and instructors in distance
learning.”

Excellence in Distance Learning
Programming–
Government Award
DAU Provost Richard Reed and Vice
Provost Dr. J. Robert Ainsley, accepted
the USDLA Excellence in Distance
Learning Programming–Government
Award on behalf of DAU, for providing
an outstanding model of distance learn-
ing. DAU President Frank J. Anderson
Jr., unable to attend the awards cere-
mony, commented on this year’s win.

“Technology has fundamentally changed
the way we live and work. DoD is com-
mitted to moving to an e-Business en-

Excellence in Distance Learning Programming–Government Award—Presented to

DAU Vice Provost Dr. J. Robert Ainsley, and DAU Provost Richard Reed, representing DAU

President Frank J. Anderson Jr. Pictured from left: Glenda Mathis, USDLA President; Ains-

ley; Reed; and Dr. John G. Flores, USDLA Executive Director.

Photos by Richard Mattox
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vironment. Our goal is to facilitate this
business transformation by training the
way we will work—e-Learning to sup-
port e-Business.”

Anderson said that DAU must acceler-
ate the transformation of DoD acquisi-
tion training, and that smartly applying

technology would facilitate the univer-
sity’s journey into the future.

Distance learning complements the
training mission of DAU: to provide a
program that fully embraces certifica-
tion training, performance support, and
a culture of continuous learning. In-

corporating technology provides con-
venient, economical access to educa-
tion, training, performance support, and
expert advice to all members of the DoD
acquisition community. 

DAU works to effectively deliver a qual-
ity product to an audience of over
138,000 students worldwide. Since
1998, nearly 42,000 students have com-
pleted distance learning classes; the re-
engineering of the Acquisition 101
(ACQ-101) course alone has resulted in
a 157 work-year return to the work-
force, which translates into an annual
productivity return of almost a million
dollars.

Currently, annual DAU online course
graduates exceed 12,000. DAU predicts
that by the end of 2002, traditional class-
room education will drop to 64 percent
for all DAU students. Online instruc-
tional time has increased from 15,570
hours in 1998 to over 1.5 million hours
in 2002. Online course graduates at
DAU will top 60,000 this year. These
numbers indicate an improved learning
environment that also offers reduced ed-
ucation and training costs. 

Most Outstanding Achievement
by an Individual in Government
Award
The Most Outstanding Achievement by
an Individual in Government Award went
to DAU Knowledge Management Offi-
cer John Hickok, for his exemplary con-
tribution to the DAU Distance Learning

DAU Faculty, Staff Combine Efforts to Develop Comprehensive Content and 
Online Performance Support and Learning Modules (PSLMs)

• Air Force Maj. Jim Ashworth (Policy)
• Bill Bahnmaier (Risk Management, Program/Project

Scheduling)
• Dave Brown (Systems Engineering)
• Steve Brown (Logistics)
• John Claxton (Test and Evaluation)
• Dan Costello (PM Briefings)
• Tom Dolan (Acquisition Excellence)
• Dr. Owen Gadeken (Leadership)
• Dr. Mary-jo Hall (Strategic Direction and Balanced

Score Card)
• Larry Heller (Total Ownership Cost)

• John Kelley (Integrated Product and Process De-
velopment/Integrated Product Team)

• Norm McDaniel (Acquisition Strategy)
• Bill Motley (Manufacturing Management)
• Cathy Pearson (Civilian Personnel Management)
• Robert Pratt (Earned Value Management)
• George Prosnik (Software Management)
• Julian Roberts (Business, Cost Estimating, and Fi-

nancial Management)
• Bob Stryjewski (Cost As an Independent Variable)
• Chip Summers (Contract Management)
• Randy Zittel (Modeling and Simulation)

U.S. Distance Learning Association (USDLA) Most Outstanding Achievement by
an Individual in Government Award—Presented to DAU Knowledge Management Of-

ficer John Hickok at the 12th Annual e-Learning Conference & Expo, April 10, 2002, at

the DC Convention Center. Pictured from left: Glenda Mathis, USDLA President; Hickok; Dr.

John G. Flores, USDLA Executive Director.
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program. Hickok’s vision and leadership
have been pivotal in the conception and
implementation of the online DAU Pro-
ject Management Community of Prac-
tice. Allowing global acquisition and lo-
gistics personnel a way to collaborate and
disseminate information and best busi-
ness practices, Community of Practice
supports continuous learning and per-
formance support. 

“Over the last several years the ship of
DAU has been slowly changing its
course,” said Hickok, “from purely class-
room instruction to lifetime education,
training, and job support for the entire
AT&L workforce.”

Hickok emphasized that the success of
DAU’s initiatives in Knowledge Manage-
ment, and specifically with respect to pro-
viding online performance support to the
AT&L workforce, is due to the tireless
efforts of DAU’s faculty and the critical
support of DAU’s leadership team. 

He noted that several members of the
DAU faculty
and staff (see
preceding

page) have been instrumental in devel-
oping comprehensive content and on-
line Performance Support and Learning
Modules, or PSLMs.

DAU, according to Hickok, plans to use
its PSLMs to enable the development of
some 15 career field communities of
practice to support the job needs of the
AT&L workforce across the Office of the
Secretary of Defense, the Services, and
Agencies. He added that to date, DAU
Professors Bill Bahnmaier, Dave Brown,
and Chip Summers have been ground-
breaking leaders in the development of
Communities of Practice for Risk Man-
agement, Systems Engineering, and
Major Weapon System Contracting re-
spectively. These Communities of Prac-
tice, he explained, have been developed
under the Program Management Com-
munity of Practice, developed jointly by
the Navy’s Acquisition Reform Office
and the Defense Acquisition University.

e-Learning No Longer a Future Goal
Distance learning, or e-Learning, takes
advantage of computer accessibility to

reach students in all locations,
to capi-

talize on time, and provide a greater de-
gree of individualized training. E-learn-
ing uses the power of the Internet and
computer-based instruction to make
learning accessible anytime, anywhere.
Instructors and students can take ad-
vantage of technology to create an in-
teractive and responsive learning com-
munity, regardless of physical location. 

The effectiveness and efficiency of e-
Learning over the traditional classroom
environment are well-documented.
Studies have shown that distance learn-
ing produces better test scores in 98 per-
cent of students, while decreasing in-
structional time by one-third. 

DAU, e-Learning, and USDLA
With a current membership of over
2000, USDLA is a leading source of dis-
tance learning information and policy.
To read more about the organization,
visit their Web site at http://www.
usdla.org. For other success stories in
the field of distance learning, visit
http://www.elearningmag.com/morecha
mpions. For further information and a
virtual tour of DAU’s virtual campus,
visit http://www.dau.mil. 
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e-Learning Magazine Names
“Champions” of Distance Learning
DAU President Cited for Leadership, Vision

Defense Acquisition University Pres-
ident Frank J. Anderson Jr., has
been selected by e-Learning Maga-

zine as a 2002 real-life “Champion” of
distance learning for his leadership and
vision in the field of distance learning.
e-Learning Magazine is the e-Learning
industry’s voice for management lead-
ers who drive technology-enabled learn-
ing and training. 

“Champions” were selected from over
100 nominations of individuals and or-
ganizations that have made great strides
in distance learning. Anderson’s devel-
opment of a rapidly growing Distance
Learning program for DAU was singled
out for providing a superior e-Learning
model: an improved learning environ-
ment that capitalizes on technological

possibility while driving down the cost
of training and education. 

Anderson became involved with e-
Learning as an e-student. As leader of
the U.S. Air Force’s contracting organi-
zation, he enrolled in an e-Learning
course that allowed him to take the
course when it was convenient. His first
experience as an e-Learning provider
was in his current position as DAU Pres-
ident. His challenge was to develop
strategic direction and an overarching
e-Learning vision that accurately com-
municated value-added contributions.

Under his guidance, online instructional
time at DAU increased from only 15,750
hours in 1998 to over 1.5 million hours
in 2002. Likewise, the number of course

graduates at DAU will increase to over
60,000 this year. 

For other success stories in the field of
technology-enabled learning and train-
ing, visit http://www.elearningmag.
com/morechampions.

Frank J. Anderson Jr.

President, Defense Acquisition University

In a March 8 memorandum, Under Secretary of
Defense (Acquisition, Technology and Logistics)
E.C. “Pete” Aldridge Jr. announced that instead of

a DoD-wide Acquisition and Logistics Excellence
(A&LE) Week, each Service, Agency, and organiza-
tion should select a time during the year to focus on
acquisition and logistics excellence, and then design
their own A&LE activities. As in past years, he em-
phasized that the time should be set aside to share
implementation successes and challenges, and de-
termine how best these successes can be applied to
respective missions.

“The Defense Acquisition University,” said Aldridge,
“will support your efforts.” Toward that end, DAU
stands ready to offer its support for A&LE events
planning. The University has opened an A&LE Ac-
tivities Web site at http://www.dau.mil/alea/ that lists

Service/Agency/Regional points of contact for your
A&LE Week activities. In addition, the DAU regional
campuses are also available to provide training re-
sources and help develop materials tailored to each
organization’s needs.  

“We are excited about the opportunity to team with
you and share the benefits provided by DAU’s trans-
formation to a regional campus concept,” says DAU
President Frank Anderson Jr. “Our goal is to support
you in accelerating implementation of the Depart-
ment’s acquisition and Logistics initiatives.”

EEddiittoorr’’ss  NNoottee::  As we go to press, the David Packard
Excellence in Acquisition Team Awards will be pre-
sented by Aldridge in a separate June 2002 ceremony
at the Pentagon (date and time to be announced).

Acquisition and Logistics Excellence Week 2002
Services, Agencies, All DoD Acquisition & Logistics Organizations

to Design Their Own A&LE Week Activities
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Slate is an acquisition advisor for the Acquisition
Center of Excellence at Brooks AFB, Texas. His ac-
quisition career experience includes serving as a
test manager, program manager, and team lead
for a Systems Program Office. He is Level III-certi-
fied in Program Management, Test and Evaluation,
and Systems Planning, Research, Development,
and Engineering; and Level I-certified in Logistics. 

I
began this article to help explain
Evolutionary Acquisition (EA) to
the people with whom I work—
many of whom were asking ques-
tions. Over the course of writing it,

the purpose of EA became increasingly
clear. Armed with increased knowledge
of EA and its potential for application
DoD-wide, I began to discuss some par-
ticular aspects of how EA can and
should work to the advantage of the ac-
quisition, technology, and logistics work-
force. And I began to see how EA could
ultimately work to the advantage of the
men and women of our Armed Forces—
the warfighters and end users for whom
we acquire systems. Presented here are
my particular opinions—not Air Force
or DoD policy—about how we can do
our jobs better.

Why EA is So Attractive
EA is really nothing new. Those involved
in software development have been
using a process called spiral develop-
ment for a number of years. Another
analog of the EA concept is Pre-Planned
Product Improvement (P3I).

However, I would only go so far in com-
paring P3I to the current concept of EA.
The differences lie in the application; the
fact is that as we approach EA, we are
willing to be a little more revolutionary
in breaking the mold to acquire systems
for the U.S. Air Force (USAF) and the
Department of Defense (DoD).

T H E  A C Q U I S I T I O N  P R O C E S S

Evolutionary Acquisition
Breaking the Mold—New Possibilities
From a Changed Perspective

A L E X A N D E R  R .  S L A T E
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Sometimes requirements were not
achievable. For many reasons we could-
n’t always give users exactly what they
wanted. Let’s ignore things like not hav-
ing enough money and contradictory
requirements and concentrate on avail-
able technology. Sometimes, the state-
of-the-art just wasn’t there, but in time
perhaps technology could eventually get
us there. So, we would plan and pro-
ceed with our acquisition programs.

In addition to planning the immediate
acquisition, we would also do one or
both of two things. The first course of
action would be to follow the state-of-
the-art and insert capabilities into the
program as soon as they were ready dur-
ing the initial procurement. The second
course of action would be to field ca-
pabilities according to the state-of-the-
art at the end of the procurement and
“fix” the item with up-to-date technol-
ogy after the fact. In either case, the ini-
tial procurement would be a full-scale
program, normally taking anywhere
from three to five years to complete.

EA should differ from P3I in that our
understanding of requirements needs
to change. User and acquisition per-
sonnel need to cooperate much more
closely, and to begin that cooperation
earlier in the process. Also, both users
and acquisition personnel need to re-
define what we mean by requirements.
Requirements are no longer simply tech-
nical needs. Think CAIV, or Cost As an
Independent Variable (even though I
dislike that particular term in this con-
text). Both schedule and cost are also
requirements.

The biggest complaint about the acqui-
sition process is the time it takes to com-
plete. The user has a problem—some
widget or capability they need—and
often need now! The timeline that fol-
lows is a composite picture of the vari-
ous programs with which I was famil-
iar from 1983 through 2001.

Typical Program
First, the users generate a Mission Needs
Statement. That can take the better part
of a year. Then the money people start
angling for budget as the users develop

an ORD. If we’re lucky, acquisition per-
sonnel are brought in about halfway
through this process, which can take
anywhere from one to two years to com-
plete. Only then do we kick off a pro-
gram, with market research and an ac-
quisition strategy—Commercial Off-the-
Shelf (COTS) or not—which we will
optimistically set at six months. 

Understand that at some point in the
ORD development process (usually fairly
early), the field has seen some sort of
widget, which they believe will meet
their needs. In many cases, the ORD will
basically be written around this widget,
in addition to one or two “little” capa-
bilities that the users want. Sometimes,
however, a breakdown in communica-
tion occurs between the field users and
the people who write the requirements;
as a result, the ORD may not be written
so that the widget the field users have
identified will even fit or meet their re-
quirements.

Now a year has passed since the field
users have identified their widget. Add
the acquisition strategy development
and we’re at a year-and-a-half. From this
point on, we will identify elapsed time
from user widget identification paren-
thetically (one-and-a-half years).

Then the acquisition community has to
develop a mechanism to actually pro-
cure the item, whether it’s COTS or not.
This means going out on some sort of
contract, which means preparing to go
on contract. Let’s be optimistic and say
that getting to the source selection only
lasts six months (two years)—and that
is optimistic, because nine months to a
year is more likely the case. Then comes
source selection and the program pro-
ceeds. 

Let’s now assume a COTS source selec-
tion. Remember that the ORD may or
may not have been written to the wid-
get that has actually been chosen by the
field users. So, we have Developmental
Testing (DT) to see if it meets technical
specifications and a full-blown Opera-
tional Test (OT) because we’ve never
had this widget in our inventory before
(and besides, OT, by law, is done by an

P3I
P3I programs worked like this. Within
USAF, we would have a systems re-
quirements document—nowadays we
call them ORDs (Operational Require-
ments Documents). The ORD would
give us the user’s desired end state. In
the real bad old days, these simply came
as a singularized set of requirements;
now we at least have thresholds and ob-
jectives.
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portable core capability with the ability
to incrementally insert new technology
or additional capability.”

The Defense Systems Management Col-
lege (DSMC) publication, Joint Logistics
Commanders Guidance For Use of Evolu-
tionary Acquisition Strategy to Acquire
Weapon Systems, never defines “Evolu-
tionary Acquisition” as such, but does
define the EA process as:

“[a] strategy for use when it is antici-
pated that achieving the desired overall
capability will require the system to
evolve during development, manufacture,
or deployment.”

I like the second definition better, but
I’m still not crazy about it.

I believe that we should define EA as
the process of acquiring either a new or
improved capability where, for what-
ever reason, it is not possible or not prac-
tical to acquire it in a single acquisition.
I like my definition for two reasons.
First, a core capability may already exist
and we may be looking at the next gen-
eration. Second, the term “require the
system to evolve” used by DSMC some-
how seems to reek of the idea of tech-
nical insertion.

While there is nothing wrong with tech-
nical insertion, that may not be the rea-
son we are using EA. This harkens back
to the old P3I process. Sometimes the
pressing reason to use EA may be time,
not technical performance. Or it may
be cost.

At issue is what is really important to
the user, and what do they really want?
Naturally, what users really want is the
ultimate widget that does everything
perfectly, never breaks down, and never
needs maintenance—they want it in
their hands today, and they want it to
cost no more than $1.40 a copy. That’s
only human nature. So the real issue is
what widget can be acquired to meet

independent tester). If we lucked out,
only another year has elapsed (three
years). Then, assuming all is good, we
buy the widget and get it out to the field
(three-and-a-half years).

That’s if the ORD was fairly close to a
COTS item. If it isn’t, add at least an-
other year for development (four-and-
a-half years).

Well, the users get something fielded
three-and-a half to four-and-a-half years
after they tentatively identified a widget
they needed. Little wonder the perceived
need for shortened cycle times is ram-
pant throughout the acquisition com-
munity. 

Evolutionary Acquisition
The November 2000 draft U.S. Air Force
Evolutionary Acquisition Guide, published
by the Office of the Assistant Secretary
of the Air Force for Acquisition (SAF/
AQ), defines EA as:

“[a]n acquisition and sustainment strat-
egy to rapidly acquire and sustain a sup-

Roadblock No. 1 Acquisition teams don’t exist until too late 
in the process. 

Roadblock No. 2 Program budgets and schedules are usually 
determined before the acquisition strategies
are completed.

Roadblock No. 3 ORDs only lay out end-state dreams. 

Roadblock No. 4 Schedule and cost are not really viewed as 
requirements in the same way that perfor-
mance requirements are viewed. 

Roadblock No. 5 The mindset that, “Acquisition people 
don’t do requirements and users don’t do 
acquisitions.”

Roadblock No. 6 The color and year of money simply make 
for a lot of waste.

Roadblock No. 7 Requirements for a full-spectrum 
Operational Test and Evaluation (OT&E) 
on interim capability acquisitions use up a 
lot of time and money.

Roadblock No. 8 User buy-in for an Evolutionary 
Acquisition strategy. 

EIGHT ROADBLOCKS TO IMPLEMENTING AN
EVOLUTIONARY ACQUISITION STRATEGY

FIGURE 1. An Optimistic Classical Program
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the end user’s needs? What are the press-
ing requirements?

What the process needs is for us to re-
define what we view as Key Performance
Parameters (KPPs). If having some-
thing—anything—to use in the field in
12 months’ time is the most important
factor, then our KPP is delivery in 12
months. If it is important that we be able
to equip 12 million personnel with a
widget and we only have $36 million to
spend, then the KPP is a cost of $3 a
unit or less.

Roadblocks
What currently prevents our current ac-
quisitions from being what they need
to be? Also, as we try to implement EA,
what will hinder the process?

ROADBLOCK NO. 1 
Acquisition teams don’t exist until too
late in the process. And therefore, ac-
quisition strategies don’t exist until too
late. In our notional “widget” recap of
the current process, they don’t exist until
one-and-a-half years after the users have
already figured out what they want in
the field. This is even later than the de-
termination of a need.

ROADBLOCK NO. 2
Program budgets and schedules are usu-
ally determined before the acquisition
strategies are completed.

ROADBLOCK NO. 3
ORDs only lay out end-state dreams.
ORDs need to reflect (to a degree) the
acquisition strategy. As a result, pro-
grams are always trying to chase every-
thing on the list from Day 1. This is re-
ally much more of an issue than might
meet the eye at first blush. And because
of many factors, including honest dif-
ferences in the needs of various users,
the “users” (in this case the official user
liaisons) won’t admit to, or can’t deter-
mine what is really important; conse-
quently, they won’t back down from any-
thing in the ORD.

ROADBLOCK NO. 4
Schedule and cost are not really viewed
as requirements in the same way that
performance requirements are viewed. 

ROADBLOCK NO. 5
The mindset that, “Acquisition people
don’t do requirements and users don’t
do acquisitions.”

ROADBLOCK NO. 6
The color and year of money simply
make for a lot of waste.

ROADBLOCK NO. 7
Requirements for a full-spectrum Op-
erational Test and Evaluation (OT&E)
on interim capability acquisitions use
up a lot of time and money.

ROADBLOCK NO. 8
User buy-in for an EA strategy. Users
fear that support for programs will dry
up before they get a lot of the capabili-
ties that they need—that the EA ap-
proach will be arbitrarily short-circuited.

Paving the Road
As soon as a need is identified, we need
to form a program team. This needs to
occur as soon as possible after the Mis-
sion Needs Statement is completed. The
makeup of this team must be distrib-
uted between acquisition, test, and user
communities. Participation by SAF/AQ
may also be needed. This team needs to
work on both requirements and market
research right away.

The acquisition strategy will also start
to flow from the determination of re-
quirements and the current state-of-the-
art. Developing the framework ORD is
key. An overall acquisition strategy needs
to be framed, including a nominal evo-
lution plan (a description of the pro-
jected allocations of capabilities and time
frame for implementation), an analysis
of alternatives, funding profiles through
at least several increments of develop-
ment, and projected contract strategies.

Also needed will be a nominal incre-
ment-phased Test and Evaluation Mas-
ter Plan (TEMP). Following Milestone
Decision Authority (MDA) approval, the
budget needs to be approved. At this
point the program team makeup can
change to a more classical acquisition
makeup (Figure 1), though the contin-
ued heavy involvement of the users
would be helpful.

The acquisition process described in this
article has addressed Roadblocks 1, 2,
3, and 5. In some sense, Roadblock 4 is
also addressed, but only if a proper EA
ORD is created—one that properly
phases requirements into different ac-
quisition increments. If this takes place,
I also believe that Roadblock 7 can also
be addressed.

Roadblock 6 is a little different. In fact,
this particular problem also exists with
the classical acquisition process. The
only way to change this “fact of life” is
congressional realization and action al-
lowing us to create programs where the
entire program budget is set. For this
type of program, money is available
when it is needed, as opposed to only
being available in particular years.

Roadblock 8 is a problem that can prob-
ably only be addressed with some pro-
gram successes using these strategies.
Of course, in order to have some suc-
cesses, the solution is the same as for
Roadblock 6. Right now, Roadblock 8
is one of perception, not actuality. 

A Notional Program—Needs and
Availability
Let us imagine a situation where the
users have identified a need for a bio-
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logical agent detector. This detector
needs to be small enough so it can be
clipped onto an individual’s belt. Hav-
ing this detector serves three purposes:
1) it should detect the presence of harm-
ful biological agents, 2) it should warn
the wearer of the presence of these
agents, and 3) it should capture a sam-
ple of the agents (allowing caregivers a
method to determine exposure and thus
appropriate treatment).

An appropriate team is created. The
team then determines the end-state re-
quirements:

• The detector should have a physical
volume no greater than 100 cubic

inches (with no dimension to exceed
seven inches).

• The weight (including any necessary
power sources) shall be no greater
than 10 pounds.

• It shall detect and warn of all known
biological threat agents (as per a given
list) in no longer than 15 seconds
(given a certain level of agent present).

• It shall be field programmable to in-
clude new threat agents as they are
determined.

• It should also allow detection and
warning of chemical warfare agents
and Toxic Industrial Materials (TIMs).

• Upon detection of agents, it should
also provide a warning notification to
a remote central site (including Global

Positioning System, or GSP coordi-
nates).

• It shall be capable of operating con-
tinuously for one week without any
maintenance (including power sup-
ply changes).

• It shall have no more than a 5 percent
false positive identification, and no
more than a 1 percent false negative
identification.

These requirements are difficult, but also
ones which I would realistically expect
the user community to require. The
market research for our notional pro-
gram indicates that several devices are
available commercially that have vari-
ous combinations of the requirements. 

Device A can collect samples of biologi-
cal agents, is well within the cube/weight
requirements,and will operate for a week
without any maintenance. (In fact, let
us stipulate that there are a couple of
different brands just like Device A.)

Device B will detect and warn the wearer
of a partial list of biological agents
(though only at a third of the sensitiv-
ity desired). It fits within the cube re-
quirements,but the weight is 15 pounds,
and it will only operate for a day before
requiring new batteries. The false posi-
tive and negative rates are 10 percent
and 5 percent respectively.

Device C will detect and warn of the same
list of biological agents at the desired
sensitivity levels. Its volume is 200 cubic
inches and it weighs 18 pounds. It will
also last for only a day before it requires
new batteries,and the false positive and
negative rates are 20 percent and 5 per-
cent respectively

Neither Device B nor C collects sam-
ples. None of the devices detect chem-
ical agents or TIMs, and none can send
a signal to a remote site. Adding addi-
tional agents is limited for Devices B and
C, and certainly not in the sense of being
field programmable.

A Notional Program—The
Alternatives
An analysis of the available data indi-
cates that a Research and Development

FIGURE 2. Evolutionary Increment Capabilities Comparison

Requirement Increment 1 Increment 2 Increment 3
Collect bio sample Yes Yes Yes
IOC 1 year 5 years 12 years
Bio presence warning No Yes Yes
# of bio agents N/A 5 (10 obj) 25
time to warn N/A 30 sec 15 sec

(tradable for # of agents)
Remote warning N/A Objective Yes
False Positive N/A 10% 5%
False Negative N/A 2% 1%
Volume 100 in3 200 in3 200 in3

(50 obj) (100 obj)
Weight (including not specified 15 lb. 10 lb.
power source)

Field programmable N/A Objective Yes
MTBM 1 wk 3 days (1 wk obj)* 1 wk
Ruggedness 1% breakage Same Same
Silent operation Yes Yes Yes
Collect chem Objective Yes Yes
agents & TIMS
Warn of chem No Objective Yes
agents & TIMS

Acquisition Commercial  R & D Cost R & D Cost
strategy Item Evaluation Plus Plus
Runs Begin Concurrent with Follows 

Immediately Increment 1 Increment 2

*The reason that a lower MTBM is allowable from Increment 1 to Increment 2 is 
that the power sources are required to accomplish a greater number of required 
tasks.



P M  :  M A Y - J U N E  2 0 0 2 11

(R&D) program to create the desired
objective device in a single acquisition
would take 10 years and $35 million.
This would be from the time the initial
R&D contracts are awarded until the
time that all testing is complete, but
would not include any production.

Our notional program would have two
phases. At the cost stated, there would
be two contracts for the Systems Inte-
gration, which would last five years. At
that time, a single contract would be let
for Systems Demonstration, which
would also last five years.

Alternatively, any one of the three avail-
able devices could be tested and ready
for distribution to the field in as little as
a year at a cost of $1.5 million. 

Another alternative would be that the
capabilities of Device A could be com-
bined with the capabilities of either De-
vice B or C (perhaps with some minor
enhancements) and ready for produc-
tion in four years at a cost of $11 mil-
lion. This would be done with a single
contract; adding a second alternative
competitor would add no time but
would add $4 million.

A Notional Program—The
Evolutionary Acquisition
Strategy
The users determine that they want
some capability out there as soon as pos-
sible, but they also don’t want to give
up the quest for more capability. After
a lot of internal wrangling, they decide
that they want to acquire Device A, and
they want to start fielding in 10 months.

In fact, because of the current world sit-
uation they determine that fairly wide
fielding of Device A, within a year’s time
frame, is absolutely crucial. In five years
they want the capabilities of Devices A
and C, but are willing to accept three
days’ continuous operation without
maintenance. So an Operational Re-
quirements Document is written.

This ORD is written to an evolutionary
strategy in three increments (Figure 2).
For the first increment, the KPPs are Ini-
tial Operating Capability (IOC) within
one year, the ability to collect sufficient
biological agents to allow for positive
identification for treatment purposes,
and one-week continuous operation.
Other requirements are a threshold vol-
ume of 100 cubic inches (50 desired),
sufficient ruggedness so that no more
than 1 percent of the items will break
given combat battlefield conditions, and
silent operation. Collection of chemical
agents and TIMs is given as a desired
capability.

For the second increment, the KPPs are
that the new device must be able to col-
lect sufficient biological agents to allow
for positive identification for treatment
purposes; the device must warn for the
top five listed biological threat agents
within 30 seconds (15 seconds and the
top 10 biological threat agents listed are
desired), and three days’ continuous op-
eration (one week desired).

Other requirements include a threshold
volume of 200 cubic inches (100 de-
sired), weigh less than or equal to 15
pounds, false positive ID rates no greater
than 10 percent, false negative ID rates
no greater than 2 percent, and sufficient
ruggedness for battlefield operation. IOC
is given as five years. Desired capabili-
ties include chemical agent and TIM
warning, and remote location signal ca-
pability.

A third increment also calls for the re-
quirements as initially identified by the
program team and an IOC of 12 years.
The funding profiles needed to accom-
plish these three evolutionary incre-
ments are determined and the Program
Objective Memorandum (POM) process
begun.

The first increment will be a COTS ac-
quisition. The actual acquisition strat-
egy is that this increment will concen-
trate on testing the capabilities of the
available market devices, particularly
concentrating on testing those capabil-
ities that the companies haven’t already
tested. The selected item will then be

Classical Strategies

EA Strategy

COTS buy -1 yr/$1.5M

COTS Mod -4 yrs/$11M-$15M

COTS test & field -1 yr/$1M

Objective Development -10 yrs/$35M

Sub Objective Spiral -4.5 yr/$11M

Objective Spiral -7 yr/$21M

FIGURE 3. Alternative Strategies
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purchased using an Indefinite Delivery,
Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ) contract.

At the same time, the acquisition team
will begin developing the Request For
Proposal (RFP) package for the second
acquisition increment. They plan on
awards to two different contractors to
develop the desired item(s). These will
be cost-plus contracts. Production will
be a separate contract to either one or
both of the contractors, depending upon
the success of the program. As soon as

practical after production begins on the
second item, the team will begin work-
ing on the RFP on the third increment
of the requirement evolution.

A Notional Program—Execution
The program is briefed to the MDA and
approval is received. Budget is acquired.
The best strategy to accomplish the first
phase is to solicit items from industry.
The Services will purchase sufficient
numbers of the different items from the
different vendors in order to conduct

testing. Once testing is complete, quotes
for an IDIQ contract will be requested
from those vendors whose items meet
required capabilities. We can then de-
termine the best value between capa-
bilities and cost, and award a single con-
tract to the “winning” bidder. This best
value will compare the capabilities to
the number of items that can be pro-
cured with the budget at hand.

Having worked together, the acquisi-
tion team has determined that what
needs to be tested most is the field
ruggedness of the COTS devices. Also
important, though, is the ability of the
samples collected to be used to deter-
mine medical treatment. The Opera-
tional Test Agencies (OTAs) will be re-
sponsible for this testing, which will be
run as a Limited User Evaluation (LUE).
Also examined will be any compatibil-
ity issues that the devices have with
other gear worn by the users.

Working together, the Services deter-
mine that the roughest environment
these devices have to face is that of the
combat infantryman. So, in order to save
time and money, we will conduct this
assessment in conjunction with an avail-
able Army or Marine Corps exercise.

In order to test the treatment require-
ment, the OTAs, in conjunction with
the DT personnel, arrange for a cham-
ber test where the devices are exposed
to realistic levels of battlefield contam-
inants. The “filled” devices will then be
sent to a series of medical pathologists
to determine whether the correct cont-
aminant can be identified.

Since it is not critical to the acceptance
of the device, separate DT is conducted
to determine the capability of the de-
vices to collect chemical warfare agents
and TIMs. While this may affect the final
determination of what is bought, oper-
ational impact is minimal, so the OT
testing doesn’t address this at all.

A Notional Program—Preparing
For Phase II
As testing begins on the first phase, the
acquisition team sets to work preparing
the solicitation package for the second

CONSEQUENCES OF IMPLEMENTING AN
EVOLUTIONARY ACQUISITION STRATEGY

Consequence No. 1 More work is needed up front in the very
beginning of the acquisition process, with acquisition strategies and formal
market research taking place much earlier in the process. 

Consequence No. 2 Acquisition personnel are going to get a
lot more involved in determining requirements; conversely, the users are
going to have a lot more to say about acquisition strategy. 

Consequence No. 3 We will need some sort of operating bud-
get for acquisition a lot earlier than in the past. This might well mean a new
budget line item available for this up-front work.

Consequence No. 4 Programs don’t necessarily end when we
acquire something. That means resources don’t get freed up for other activi-
ties.

Consequence No. 5 We have to make commitments to a whole
plan involving more than a single round of activity. And we have to be seri-
ous about that to which we are committing. Once we set the requirements
for a particular increment of activity, they are set. No creeping requirements
allowed! 

Consequence No. 6 MDA decisions will cover a potentially
much broader scope than before. That means a lot more work preparing for
them, and a new layer of meaning for all involved.

Consequence No. 7 Some activities may have to get used to
dealing with less complete data upon which to base their decisions. 

Consequence No. 8 The current method of budgeting for spe-
cific years needs to go away. Instead, we need to look at the timeframes
involved in specific programs and make budgeting decisions appropriate to
those programs.

Consequence No. 9 If we are serious about committing
resources to a particular program, we have to be serious about doing these
programs right—being patient when it is required, but conversely demand-
ing performance when it is appropriate. 

Consequence No. 10 We may accomplish a smaller number
of programs simultaneously in order to make the commitment necessary for
the programs we choose to pursue. Action teams don’t exist until too late in
the process. 
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phase of the program. Going back to the
MDA isn’t necessary, since both Phase I
and Phase II were part of the original
decision. Similarly, when the POM re-
quests went forward, the budgetary re-
quirements for both phases were in-
cluded. The source selection for Phase
II will begin around the time the Phase
I purchase decision takes place.

Some Variations on Evolutionary
Development
Earlier in this article, I used the term
spiral development. The notional pro-
gram described in this article is that of
a spiral development, where a phase is
followed by another, and then perhaps
another to follow the second (Figure 3).
But there are some other things we can
do to make EA even more adaptable and
capable of accomplishing what we need
done.

Overlapping Development
Let’s talk about overlapping develop-
ment (Figure 4), which I often refer to
as helical development, because we have
concurrent spirals which wrap around
each other like the coils of a DNA helix.
This is something that we in the acqui-
sition community already do to a de-
gree, but don’t necessarily talk about.
And again, much of the difference about
what we currently do as compared to
what we can do is a matter of commit-
ment and intent.

Let’s say that a couple of things might
need to be accomplished in order to pre-
pare for a follow-on phase in our EA
strategy. Perhaps the next phase requires
testing to a sensitivity that we cannot
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yet accomplish, or perhaps requires a
test that doesn’t exist. Part of the over-
all strategy for our EA will need to be
the development of required testing con-
currently with an earlier phase of our
program.

Similarly, maybe we need to spur tech-
nological development. The specific pur-
pose is different, but the overall intent
is the same—to aid an evolutionary
phase of the program. Now, we already
do this, but what we don’t do is to re-
ally tie these together as a single strat-
egy. It becomes too easy to cut the R&D
program, so when we are “ready” for

our follow-on acquisition we really aren’t
ready for our follow-on acquisition. And
sometimes, although less often, we cut
out the acquisition program without ef-
fecting the necessary technology or test
development when they are perceived
as no longer necessary. These things
need to be addressed as a holographic
whole.

Spiral Testing
Often we test items or capabilities that
don’t make a difference in our acquisi-
tion of a particular item. Now, testing is
good. But tests take time and they take
up resources. Something we don’t take
advantage of is that, notionally, there ex-
ists follow-on DT and OT. Testing does-
n’t necessarily have to end when we pro-
cure something. When a program is
tight on either time or money, why not
delay non-decision value-added work
until later.

A good example of this was the fairly
recent development of the now current-
generation protective gear. One opera-
tional question was, if this protective
gear rips can we slap some hundred-
mile-an-hour tape on it and keep going?
This wasn’t a reasonable fix for the cur-
rent gear, and wasn’t a critical or key
performance requirement for the new
gear. Therefore, the answer to this ques-
tion would have no impact whatsoever
on any acquisition decision. 

This was at a point in the program where
cost cutting was getting critical, and tests
(which might have made a difference)
were getting cut. This particular answer
would not only tie up money, but would
also tie up a one-of-a-kind chamber,
which was needed for other testing. Yet,
we could not get one particular element
to back off this test. This test, in our new
way of thinking, was certainly some-
thing important to know from an oper-
ations-concept point of view, but should
have been conducted as we were buy-
ing and fielding the item, not while we
were developing it.

Similarly, as programs run across time
pressures, maybe we need to realize that
full-scale, multi-million dollar opera-
tional tests of every system aren’t nec-

Spiral 3

Follow on testing

Test DevelopmentSpiral One

Spiral 2

R&D

Follow on testing

R&D

FIGURE 4. Possible Overlapping Development Strategy
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essary. Perhaps using limited fielding to
provide the real-world data for opera-
tional assessment is the way to go, or
perhaps the correct course is hybrid test-
ing, which involves testing only those
items absolutely necessary to address
safety and health concerns prior to field-
ing, and following up with field data on
other capabilities later.

Please understand that I am not talking
about skimping on necessary testing, ei-
ther DT or OT. This is a practice that is
already too common, and is one that
has produced bad results. Dr Philip
Coyle III, former Director of Operational
Test and Evaluation, Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense, and others have al-
ready discussed the results of this prac-
tice, so I need not repeat their findings.
But, that said, we only want to test those
requirements that are appropriate to the
goals of the particular phase of a pro-
gram.

Limited Fielding For Its Own Sake
In the preceding discussion, I explained
the strategy of using limited fielding for
the sake of providing OT data. But say
that we are pushing an EA strategy in
order to get some type of capability into
the field for a critical need. Does every-
one need that capability? Perhaps even-
tually the answer is yes, but that they
don’t need something in nine months.
Perhaps only a certain theater of oper-
ation requires something right away, and
that a reduced capability is better than
no capability in this context. Maybe we
can scale the procurement appropriately.

Living with Consequences
Implementing the types of strategies I
have discussed won’t necessarily be easy.
And certainly, specific effects will result
from trying to take this type of path.
These aren’t necessarily bad things,
though some people will see them as
such. They are simply consequences of
the decisions we make, and we need to
understand and accept them as such if
we are going to make things work bet-
ter.

CONSEQUENCE NO. 1
The first consequence is that more work
is needed up front in the very beginning

of the acquisition process, with acqui-
sition strategies and formal market re-
search taking place much earlier in the
process. 

CONSEQUENCE NO. 2
The second consequence follows on
from the first and directly addresses
Roadblock No. 5. Acquisition person-
nel are going to get a lot more involved
in determining requirements; conversely,
the users are going to have a lot more
to say about acquisition strategy. A lot
of compromise is needed here.

CONSEQUENCE NO. 3
The third consequence is also a follow-
on from the first. We will need some
sort of operating budget for acquisition
a lot earlier than in the past. We are no
longer talking about vague future plan-
ning suitable for planning offices. We
are talking about a definitive acquisition
strategy, which will take up program of-
fice resources. This might well mean a
new budget line item available for this
up-front work.

CONSEQUENCE NO. 4
Consequence No. 4 is that programs
don’t necessarily end when we acquire
something. That means resources don’t
get freed up for other activities.

\CONSEQUENCE NO. 5
Consequence No. 5 may be considered
by some a different way of saying Con-
sequence No. 4, but I view it as very dif-
ferent. Consequence No. 5 is that we
have to make commitments to a whole
plan involving more than a single round
of activity. And we have to be serious
about that to which we are committing. 

Once we set the requirements for a par-
ticular increment of activity, they are set.
No creeping requirements allowed!
When it comes to making changes, ob-
viously a nine-month program cannot
have the flexibility of a four-year pro-
gram.

CONSEQUENCE NO. 6
Consequence No. 6 follows on from
both No. 4 and No. 5; MDA decisions
will cover a potentially much broader
scope than before. That means a lot
more work preparing for them, and a
new layer of meaning for all involved.

CONSEQUENCE NO. 7
Consequence No. 7 is that some activ-
ities may have to get used to dealing
with less complete data upon which to
base their decisions. But that doesn’t
mean the data aren’t sufficient to make
the necessary decisions—it’s just that
some things matter at certain times and
others don’t.

CONSEQUENCE NO. 8
Consequence No. 8 may not be so much
of a consequence as a wish. The current
method of budgeting for specific years
needs to go away. Instead, we need to
look at the timeframes involved in spe-
cific programs and make budgeting de-
cisions appropriate to those programs.

CONSEQUENCE NO. 9
Consequence No. 9 is contingent on
No. 8. If we are serious about commit-
ting resources to a particular program,
we have to be serious about doing these
programs right—being patient when it
is required, but conversely demanding
performance when it is appropriate. 

CONSEQUENCE NO. 10
Consequence No. 10 is that we may ac-
complish a smaller number of simulta-
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neous programs in order to make the
commitment necessary for the programs
we choose to pursue. 

Consequences No. 5 and No. 8, when
taken together, address the User fears
noted as Roadblock 8, earlier in the ar-
ticle. Programs not being allowed to ma-
ture to a necessary level will be a real
problem if the people and institutions
responsible for strategic vision and bud-
get (everyone from agency headquar-
ters staff to Congress) don’t have a good
understanding of what EA is about and
the purposes and goals of the particu-
lar program acquisition strategies that
will result.

Still a Few Bugs in the System
A few things can still cause us to stum-
ble. The biggest problem is the time nec-
essary to get the money for these pro-
grams into the POM cycle. A sufficiently

large wedge placed in the POM as soon
as a need is identified will help matters.
However, we have to realize that when
we place that wedge in the POM, it isn’t
going to be even a SWAG (Sophisticated
Wild A- - - - Guess).

For that reason, teams need to have free-
dom to adjust that amount when plan-
ning is sufficiently far along. And, un-
less the budgeting cycle can adjust to
the changes in a reasonable amount of
time, we are going to be attempting to
accomplish things without the proper
resources. Because of Consequence No.
10, having too much money set aside
as a wedge may be as big a problem as
having too little.

Another problem is that we will be de-
veloping acquisition strategy prior to
completing the ORD. This is really just
a consequence, as opposed to a stum-

bling block. But if we cannot overcome
the mindset that we need firm require-
ments before creating an acquisition
strategy, we could seriously impact the
capacity that EA has to reduce the time
needed to field items.

Evolutionary Acquisition holds a lot of
promise. It will not necessarily be ap-
propriate for all acquisitions, and one
of the most serious mistakes made is
that we try to force everything into the
same mold. EA will mean new mind-
sets and a lot of work, especially as we
try to get it right. The first few efforts
may easily fail, but commitment and in-
novation will eventually make it worth
the effort and frustration.

EEddiittoorr’’ss  NNoottee:: Slate welcomes questions
or comments on this article. Contact
him at alex.slate@brooks.af.mil.

I N  M E M O R I A M
Charles  Joseph “Chuck” Tringali

The Defense Acquisition
University has received
word of the death of

Charles Joseph “Chuck”
Tringali on March 20. Chuck
was past president of the De-
fense Systems Management
College Alumni Association
(DSMCAA, now DAUAA) and
an active participant in DAU-
DSMC activities for many
years. 

A retired Air Force
colonel and recipient of the
Distinguished Flying Cross,
Chuck commanded and
made operational the first
nuclear-armed “Thor” ICBM
missile site in the United Kingdom; and completed
149 combat missions in Southeast Asia as a Com-
mand pilot flying highly classified unarmed re-
connaissance aircraft. Chuck was also team leader

of the flight crew for Project
Apollo. He later produced the
initial concept documents
and helped to start the Space
Shuttle Office at the Penta-
gon. 

A former executive of
Lockheed Martin Corporation,
Chuck served as Senior Direc-
tor, Intelligence Group, Space
and Strategic Missiles Sector,
Washington Operations. He
was a graduate of DSMC's Pro-
gram Management Course
(PMC 76-2),  and was the first
recipient of the DSMCAA
David D. Acker Award for Skill
in Communication in 1992. 

Chuck was interred at Arlington National Ceme-
tery April 15. He is survived by his wife of 42 years,
his son, daughter, and two grandchildren.
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Gasiorek-Nelson is a full-time contract editor for Program Manager Magazine. She is employed by SRA
International, Inc.

A C Q U I S I T I O N  E D U C A T I O N ,  T R A I N I N G ,  A N D
C A R E E R  D E V E L O P M E N T  

DAU Opens Mid-Atlantic Region in
Patuxent River, Md.

Taking Education Directly to the Workforce
S Y L W I A  G A S I O R E K - N E L S O N

16

C
ontinuing its goal of transfor-
mation in acquisition training
by providing products, services,
and reorienting campuses where
the acquisition workforce is

highly concentrated, the Defense Ac-
quisition University (DAU) opened its
Mid-Atlantic Region at Patuxent River,
Md., March 20. The official ribbon-cut-
ting ceremony, hosted by Army Col. (P)
James R. Moran, former DAU Com-
mandant, Fort Belvoir, Va.; Navy Vice
Adm. Joseph “Joe” Dyer, Commander,
Naval Air Systems Command; and Bar-
bara Smith, Dean, DAU Mid-Atlantic
Region, took place at Patuxent River on
April 10.

Welcome
In one of her first public appearances
as dean of the new region, Smith wel-
comed government-industry customers
from the Mid-Atlantic Region; colleagues
from DAU; and representatives from St.
Mary's College, College of Southern
Maryland, the local Chamber of Com-
merce, and St. Mary's County. Smith
also recognized distinguished guests par-
ticipating in the day's events: Donna
Richbourg, Director, Acquisition Initia-
tives, Office of the Secretary of Defense;
William Hauenstein, Director, Navy Ac-
quisition Career Management; Moran
and Dyer.

Smith emphasized that this event marks
the continuation of a long and lasting
relationship between the University and
the major acquisition activities in the
Mid-Atlantic Region.

“With our continued presence in both
the Norfolk and Petersburg areas,” said
Smith, “and the stand-up of those state-
of-the-art facilities for our customers,
including the Naval Air Systems Team,
we are positioned to provide world class-
training and support where and when
it is needed.

“This is a dramatic step for transforma-
tion of the DoD acquisition workforce,”
she emphasized. “DAU Mid-Atlantic Re-
gion will be the keystone for acquisition
education and performance support to
provide sustained acquisition excellence
within Defense Acquisition commands
located within our five-state area. This
is an exciting challenge as the workforce
continues to evolve at a rapid rate with
a large influx of new employees antici-
pated over the next few years.”

In the Foxhole 
Introducing the first guest speaker,
Smith welcomed Moran, whom she re-
ferred to as “the driving force behind
the implementation of the DAU trans-
formation.”

“This a great day for the Mid-Atlantic
community, DAU, and the Navy,” Moran
said. “Our intention is to try to region-
alize and stand up five major campuses.
We're four of five now, and it's a tremen-
dous achievement. We have one more
left in California—coming later this
year,” he said.

With the new regional scheme, Moran
said that DAU was now “in the foxhole

with the customers,” and by being a part
of the community, DAU is able to pro-
vide more relevant products and ser-
vices. 
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“We're becoming a part of the Patuxent
River and Navy community, and it's a
great achievement for all of us at DAU.
Thank you all for coming, and we're
looking forward to serving the work-
force in the DAU Mid-Atlantic Region,”
he concluded.

Attempting Our Future
Dyer, who served as guest speaker
for the ceremony, has long been as-
sociated with the Navy's Acquisi-
tion Workforce, supporting devel-
opment and professional growth.
He told the audience that there is
a direct link between acquisition,
technology, logistics, research and

development, test and evaluation, and
delivery of “winning warfighting.”

Looking to the future, Dyer said that we
now have growing up today in this
country, from ages 9 and 10, a set of
people who are going to be well skilled
in distance learning and well skilled in
modeling and simulation.

“[They] are going to be a jump ahead of
the rest of us in terms of managing pro-
grams and managing undertakings that
are so important to our security in this
nation, and so important in the role we
play the world over.”

Dyer said that he finds it exciting to see
not only the great classrooms of the

Patuxent facility, but also what's
being done in terms of reach-
ing out and in terms of ex-
tended learning.

“We are genuine and four-
square standing in terms of our
support and our input of
greater numbers of people into
this institution,” he said.

Underscoring the importance
of DAU‘s new facility, Dyer
said, “It's where we train and

attempt our future. It's where we'll draw
upon not only for training into the fu-
ture, but we expect to draw upon peo-
ple with current and ongoing programs
to have the kind of expertise that we
would find at the Fort Belvoir campus.
To find such expertise here, locally, is a
wonderful thing.”

Concluding his remarks, Dyer said,
“Thank you for recognizing Pax River's
role in the acquisition process. Thank
you for coming here today. It's going to
be a great association and we're looking
forward to it.”

Cottonwood Building
The Mid-Atlantic campus consists of 44
staff and faculty members, who will
focus not only on teaching but also on
research and performance support. Their
agenda includes working with local of-
fices and staying current on major is-
sues and needs of the acquisition work-
force throughout that regional area,
which has approximately 30,000 ac-
quisition personnel. 

The DAU Mid-Atlantic facility will offer
the new six-week Program Management
Office Course (PMT-352), replacing the
former 14-week Advanced Program
Management Course (PMT-302) as the
Level III PM Certification Course, as well

Traditional Ribbon Cutting at the DAU Mid-Atlantic Region

opening ceremony, Patuxent River, Md., April 10, 2002. Pic-

tured from left: Dave Scibetta, DAU Deputy Director,

Operations; Navy Vice Adm. Joseph “Joe” Dyer, Commander,

Naval Air Systems Command; Barbara Smith, Dean, DAU Mid-

Atlantic Region; Army Col. (P) James Moran, former DAU

Commandant; and Donna Mason, Director, Resource and Ad-

ministration, DAU Mid-Atlantic campus. 

Photo by Army Sgt. Kevin Moses



P M  :  M A Y - J U N E  2 0 0 21188 Photos by Army Sgt. Kevin Moses 

Barbara Smith, Dean, DAU Mid-Atlantic

Region, welcomes guests to the Mid-

Atlantic Region opening ceremony.

Navy Vice Adm. Joseph “Joe” Dyer,

Commander, Naval Air Systems

Command.

Army Col. Ronald Flom, new DAU Commandant,

and Smith review DAU Mid-Atlantic campus curric-

ula.

Patuxent River, Md., Location Ideal for
DAU Mid-Atlantic Region

Dyer, Smith, and Keynote speaker, Army

Col. (P) James Moran, former DAU Com-

mandant.

DAU Mid-Atlantic campus.“With our continued presence in both the Norfolk
and Petersburg areas, and the stand-up of those
state-of-the-art facilities for our customers, in-

cluding the Naval Air Systems Team, we are positioned to
provide world-class training and support where and when
it is needed.”

—Barbara Smith
Dean, DAU Mid-Atlantic Region

April 10, 2002



From left: Moran; Smith; Donna Richbourg, Director, Acquisition Initiatives,

Office of the Secretary of Defense; and Flom.
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Team DAU Mid-Atlantic.

One of the new classrooms within the Cot-

tonwood Building, DAU Mid-Atlantic

Region, Patuxent River NAS, Md.
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as  a wide variety of business and tech-
nical courses, including Systems Engi-
neering and Production courses avail-
able to military and civilian personnel
within the Department of Defense. Cur-
rent plans are to provide 70 to 80 weeks
of instruction per year.

The DAU Mid-Atlantic Region campus
is located at 23330 Cottonwood Park-
way, California, Md. DAU will be among
one of the first tenants of the brand-new
building, will occupy 12,000 square feet
of this first-class facility, and will be fully
prepared to accommodate student
needs. The facility also contains class-
rooms furnished with state-of-the-art
equipment and furniture to enhance the
students' learning experience. The new
location, set in a beautiful wooded area,
also offers a fitness center, excellent park-
ing, and a new lounge with dining fa-
cilities. 

DAU Regional Transition Process
In the face of a constantly changing and
evolving acquisition workforce, DAU is

extending its classroom capabilities
through the establishment of regional
campuses nationwide. Stepping forward
and taking advantage of the new tech-

nology, DAU is fulfilling its goal
and vision of providing continuing
education and distance learning
that meet the immediate needs of
the acquisition professionals where
they need it most—in the work-
place.

The opening of the DAU Mid-At-
lantic campus is the continuation
of the DAU transition process,
which started with the opening of

the DAU South Region campus in
Huntsville, Ala., to increase the staff and

faculty where the acquisition workforce
is more visibly located. 

The transition and reorganization of the
University focuses on having five regions
located at places where the workforce
is concentrated: DAU Capital and North-
east Region, Fort Belvoir, Va.; DAU Mid-
west Region, Wright-Patterson Air Force
Base, Ohio; DAU South Region,
Huntsville, Ala.; DAU Mid-Atlantic Re-
gion, Patuxent River NAS, Md.; and
DAU West Region, San Diego, Calif.
(coming later in 2002).

EEddiittoorr’’ss  NNoottee::  For more information on
the Mid-Atlantic Region, view their Web
site at http://www.almc.army.mil/DAU/.

MID-ATLANTIC REGION

Barbara Smith was named Dean, DAU
Mid-Atlantic Region, Patuxent River
Naval Air Station, Patuxent River,

Md., effective Sept.
24, 2001. Prior to
joining DAU, Smith
was the V-22 “Os-
prey” Deputy Program
Manager at Naval Air
Systems Command
(NAVAIR), Patuxent
River. Smith began
her federal career as
a Reliability Engineer
on avionics and
propulsion systems for the F-18 A/B pro-
gram at NAVAIR. In 1978, she moved to
Sikorsky Aircraft Company and helped
develop the LAMPS Mark III Life Cycle
Cost program, followed by an assignment
as Proposal Manager for the SH-60F he-
licopter. Returning to NAVAIR, she spent
five years in the AV-8B Program (PMA-
257), guiding the development and tran-
sition of the AV-8B for the U.S. Marine
Corps Fleet Marine Force.

APMC 02-1 Class Gift Goes to
Army Emergency Relief 9-11 Fund

Each graduating class of the Defense Acquisition University’s Ad-
vanced Program Management Course (APMC) typically leaves be-
hind a lasting gift to the University. APMC 02-1 departed from that

tradition for a very worthy cause. Senior APMC Section Leader, Navy
Capt Paul R. Zambito (center) is holding a check for $1,040—a gift
from APMC 02-1 to the Army Emergency Relief (AER) 9-11 fund. Pic-
tured with Zambito are DAU Commandant, Army Col. Ronald Flom
(left) and Dave Fitch, Dean, Defense Systems Management College-
School of Program Managers. Students of APMC Class 02-1 graduated
from the 14-week course on April 19. (After the check was cut, the class
received another $24 in donations—also turned over to AER—bring-
ing the total gift to $1064.) Photo by Army Sgt. Kevin Moses



21P M  :  M AY- J U N E  2 0 0 2

Fourth Annual International
Acquisition/Procurement 
Seminar—Pacific (IAPS-P)

September 23-26, 2002

Sponsored jointly by the
Defense Acquisition University/Defense Systems

Management College (DAU/DSMC)
Australian Defence Force Academy (ADFA)
Korea Institute for Defense Analyses (KIDA)

Korea Association of Defense Industry Studies (KADIS)
Singapore Ministry of Defence

To be held at the
Defense Acquisition University/

Defense Systems Management College

Topics
• National Policies on International Acquisition/Procurement
• International Program Managers: Government and Industry
• Trans-Pacific Cooperation
• Promoting/Restricting Arms Exports
• Optional Tour on Sept. 26

Special International Topics
Testing     •     Education     •     Agreements

Qualified participants pay no seminar fee.
For further information, contact any member

of the DAU-DSMC International Team at 
internationalseminars@dau.mil

or visit our Web site: 
http://www.dsmc.dau.mil/international/international.htm

Seminar Registration Information

The Fourth Annual International
Acquisition/Procurement Sem-
inar— Pacific (IAPS-P) focuses

on international acquisition prac-
tices and cooperative programs.
The seminar is sponsored by de-
fense educational and related in-
stitutions in the United States, Aus-
tralia, South Korea, and Singa-
pore.

The seminar will be held Sept.
23-26, 2002, at DAU-DSMC, Fort
Belvoir, Va.

Those eligible to attend are De-
fense Department/Ministry and de-
fense industry employees from the
four sponsoring nations who are
actively engaged in international
defense acquisition programs.
Other nations may participate by
invitation. Pacific Rim (PACRIM)
nations participating in previous
seminars were Canada, Japan,
New Zealand, and Thailand. 

The IAPS-P is by invitation only.
Those desiring an invitation who
have not attended past seminars
should fax DAU-DSMC a letter of
request, on government or business
letterhead, to (703) 805-3175.

If you have attended a past
seminar, you can register by going
to our Internet Web site at
http://www.dsmc.dau.mil/inter
national/international.htm. Qual-
ified participants pay no seminar
fee. Invitations, confirmations, and
administrative instructions will be
issued after May 1, 2002. 

Contact a seminar team mem-
ber for additional seminar infor-
mation at:
Comm: (703) 805-5196
E-mail:
internationalseminars@dau.mil



P M  :  M AY- J U N E  2 0 0 222

F
ORT BELVOIR, Va. (March 22,
2002)—In an effort to provide
state-of-the-art online education
and training to the defense ac-
quisition community while max-

imizing federal agency awareness of
products and services provided by peo-
ple who are blind or have other severe
disabilities under the Javits-Wagner-
O'Day (JWOD) Act, the Defense Ac-
quisition University (DAU) signed a
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)
today with the Committee for Purchase
From People Who Are Blind or Severely
Disabled, the Federal agency that ad-
ministers the JWOD Program.

Signatories of the Agreement were Rita
Wells, Ph.D., Deputy Executive Direc-
tor of the Committee staff, and Frank J.
Anderson, Jr., President, DAU.  

This Agreement details a Committee staff
employee to DAU to assist with e-Learn-
ing curricula.  This will enable DAU to
enhance and update training references
and information on the requirements of
the JWOD Program as authorized by
the Federal Acquisition Regulation
(FAR).  DAU has also agreed to assist
the Committee in building a continu-
ous JWOD learning course to be hosted
by DAU.

For both DAU and the JWOD Program,
which have supported each other’s ini-
tiatives in the past, this Agreement pro-
vides an important new partnering op-

portunity to meet common acquisition
education goals.  For DAU, a new e-
Learning curriculum will provide its end

users across the globe with access to the
training they need when they need it.
For the JWOD Program, inclusion in

Hart-Bookbinder is a Public Affairs Specialist, Office of the Committee for Purchase From People Who Are Blind or Severely Disabled.

J W O D  P R O G R A M  P R E S S  R E L E A S E

DAU Strategic Partnerships
Increasing Daily

Memorandum of Agreement Signed Between 
DAU and Committee for Purchase 
From People Who Are Blind or Severely Disabled

A N N M A R I E  H A R T - B O O K B I N D E R

Dr. Rita Wells, Deputy Executive Director, Committee for Purchase From People Who Are

Blind or Severely Disabled, and DAU President Frank J. Anderson Jr., sign a Memorandum

of Agreement on March 22, 2002, at DAU Headquarters, Fort Belvoir, Va. Their agreement

will promote state-of-the-art online education and training for the Defense acquisition

community while maximizing Federal agency awareness of products and services provided

by people who are blind or have other severe disabilities under the Javits-Wagner-O'Day

(JWOD) Act. 

Photos by Army Sgt. Kevin Moses
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DAU's curriculum will provide the great-
est number of Defense Acquisition per-
sonnel with the information they need
to find JWOD solutions to their prod-
uct and service needs.  

With the unemployment rate for Amer-
icans with severe disabilities holding
steady at over 70 percent, partnerships
with federal agencies such as DAU are
crucial to the JWOD Program as it strives
to create new employment opportuni-
ties for Americans who are blind or have
other severe disabilities on Federal prod-
uct and service contracts.

Also attending the signing ceremony are staff and faculty from DAU and the Committee for

Purchase. Seated from left: Wells; Anderson. Standing from left: Myrna Bass, Curricula De-

velopment Support Center (CDSC), DAU; Michael Barclay, Committee for Purchase; and

Luis Ramirez, CDSC, DAU. 

For more information on the JWOD
Program, visit www.jwod.gov. For
more information on DAU, visit
www.dau.mil.

The PEO/SYSCOM Commanders’
Conference presentations are no
longer linked to the Defense

Systems Affordability Council
(DSAC) Web site. Presentations from
the Oct. 23-25, 2001, conference
can now be downloaded from the
Director, Acquisition Initiatives Web
site at http://www.acq.osd.mil/ar/
peconf2001.htm.

NOTICE

Send Us Your
Suggested Research

Topics
The Defense Acquisition Uni-
versity (DAU) is soliciting input
from the Acquisition, Technol-
ogy and Logistics (AT&L) work-
force for suggested research top-
ics or issues to assist the AT&L
workforce in achieving their
short- and long-range mission
goals and objectives. If you have
a suggested research topic, please
contact Dr. James Dobbins, DAU
Director of Research (jim.
dobbins@dau.mil), or call 703-
805-5416.

Latest USD(AT&L)
Management 

Initiatives 
Now Online

The latest Acquisition, Technol-
ogy and Logistics (AT&L) Man-
agement Initiatives are now

posted to the Director, Acquisition
Initiatives Web site. View or down-
load them from the following Web
site:

http://www.acq.osd.mil/ar/ar.
htm#publicreleasegoals

These initiatives support the five
goals announced by the Under Sec-
retary of Defense (Acquisition,
Technology and Logistics) in June
2001:

• Establish the credibility and the
effectiveness of the acquisition
and logistics support process.

• Revitalize the quality and the
morale of the Acquisition Work-
force.

• Improve the health of the indus-
trial base.

• Rationalize the weapon systems
and infrastructure that will sup-
port the new Transformation
strategy being developed by the
Department.

• Initiate those high-leverage tech-
nologies that provide the
warfighting capabilities and
strategies of the future.
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The Deepwater program is not only the
largest acquisition ever undertaken by
the Coast Guard, it is also the most in-
novative. Instead of opting for a one-
for-one replacement of these cutters and
aircraft, we adopted a cutting-edge, per-
formance-based acquisition strategy that
gave three industry teams unprece-
dented flexibility in designing a system
of integrated, interoperable assets.

The Deepwater program will use com-
mercial and military technologies to de-
velop the IDS at the lowest total own-

T
he Coast Guard is entering one
of the most exciting times in its
rich history. Since it was founded
more than 200 years ago, the
Coast Guard has proven itself to

be one of the most effective and efficient
government agencies, playing a critical
role in protecting our national security,
preserving the maritime environment
and providing for maritime safety.

The Integrated Deepwater System (IDS)
program is the solution to one of today's
biggest problems in the Coast Guard—
our aging and increasingly obsolete fleet
of cutters and aircraft. These “deepwa-
ter” assets are approaching the end of
their service lives and need to be re-
placed in order for us to effectively con-
duct our 14 federally mandated mis-
sions. The IDS will replace 91 cutters
and 206 aircraft with a state-of-the-mar-
ket, interoperable system of assets, as
well as supporting command, control,
computers, communications, intelli-
gence, surveillance and reconnaissance
(C4ISR) and integrated logistics infra-
structure.

The Commandant of the Coast Guard
has identified the Deepwater program
as the Coast Guard's No. 1 priority, mak-
ing it the largest and most comprehen-
sive re-capitalization effort in Coast
Guard history. While the men and
women who serve in the Coast Guard
are talented and dedicated, they lack the
proper tools to perform today's missions
effectively and efficiently. The IDS will
change that, but it is a formidable task. 

Cohen is Deputy Program Manager and Technical Director, Integrated Deepwater System Program, U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters, Washington, D.C. Also con-
tributing to this article was Christina Cavoli, a freelance writer on contract to Program Manager magazine.

D A U  S T R A T E G I C  P A R T N E R S H I P S

Team Deepwater and DAU Form
Strategic Partnership

Cooperation Key to Meeting 21st Century
Acquisition Challenges

S T E V E N  C O H E N

DAU President Frank Anderson Jr. (right) and Navy Vice Adm. Timothy W. Josiah, Chief of
Staff, U.S. Coast Guard, sign a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) on March 19, 2002,
formalizing a partnership to establish the Coast Guard's Integrated Deepwater System (IDS)
Program as a Learning Organization. During the actual signing, Josiah quickly contributed his
signature and waited expectantly for Anderson to finish signing his own. Commenting on the
delay, Anderson said that his slow signature should not in any way be equated with future
performance standards. “To be perfect too late or too early isn't any good … It's our obligation
to provide the right product at the right time.” Photo by Army Sgt. Fahim Nassar

ership cost. Performance-based acqui-
sitions of this type are consistent with
the Government Performance Results
Act and Office of Management and Bud-
get policy on Performance Goals and
Management; yet few, if any, have ever
been initiated of this breadth and com-
plexity. 

DAU & the Coast Guard—
The Next Step 
We have recently entered into an agree-
ment which will help us meet this chal-
lenge. On March 19, the Coast Guard
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and the Defense Acquisition University
(DAU) signed a Memorandum of Un-
derstanding (MOU) regarding Integrated
Deepwater System program support. 

DAU President Frank J. Anderson, Jr.,
and Navy Vice Adm. Timothy W. Josiah,
Chief of Staff, U.S. Coast Guard, repre-
sented their organizations in the sign-
ing ceremony, held at DAU Headquar-
ters, Fort Belvoir, Va. Anderson stated
that the partnership promised a “fan-

tastic future” for both organizations,
while Josiah added that the organiza-
tions were creating a “new partnership
preceded by a long history,” noting that
every person attending the signing cer-
emony from the Coast Guard was a DAU
alum, having attended at least one res-
ident course at the University.

A Learning Organization
While DAU has been an important
source of expertise in the development
of our acquisition strategy and has pro-
vided exceptional training for Deepwa-
ter personnel in the past, this MOU takes
our relationship to the next step. It es-
tablishes the Coast Guard's Integrated
Deepwater System (IDS) program as a
Learning Organization, modeled after
the Center for Organizational Learning
of the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology's Sloan School of Management.
It also formalizes a cooperative role that
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is designed to better leverage the two
organizations' capabilities. The result-
ing synergy will enable the Coast Guard
to better meet the demands of the 21st

century.

A Learning Organization (LO), a phrase
coined by Peter Senge in his book The
Fifth Dimension, is an organizational con-
cept that builds a framework to capture
institutional knowledge across an entire
organization, as well as providing a map

for continuous improve-
ment and refinement. LOs
start with the assumption
that learning is valuable,
continuous, and most ef-
fective when shared and
that every experience is an
opportunity to learn. 

Establishing a long-term
partnership with DAU al-
lows the Coast Guard to
benefit from the resident
talents and expertise
within DAU. DAU will use
its educational and other
resources to make the IDS
Program a Learning Orga-
nization by consulting
with the IDS organization,
assessing strengths and
areas of potential im-

provement, and providing the perfor-
mance support required to effect this
goal.

Deepwater—A Leading-Edge
Acquisition Strategy
The Commandant of the Coast Guard
tasked the Deepwater program (formally
established on Aug. 26, 1996) with
being “bold and aggressive” in our ac-
quisition approach. Business as usual
would not allow us to build the com-
plementary, interoperable system of Sur-
face, Air, and C4ISR assets the Coast
Guard needs to meet the challenges it
faces. Although we knew our use of a
leading-edge acquisition strategy would
entail breaking new ground, we worked
closely with numerous acquisition ex-
perts from academe, government (in-
cluding DAU), and industry during the
course of the program to ensure a sound
approach. A comprehensive risk man-

agement strategy was developed that
identified and analyzed key elements of
risk, and appropriate mitigation strate-
gies were implemented. The Deepwa-
ter acquisition approach includes sev-
eral important features:

System Performance Specification
Rather than providing industry teams
with asset specifications, we provided

them with capability specifications for
our global Deepwater missions. The only
required asset was a National Security
Cutter, which was needed to meet our
National Fleet obligations to the U.S.
Navy. Focusing on capabilities enables
industry to use both proven and new
technologies to design an interoperable,
integrated system capable of executing
the Deepwater missions.

Built-in Interoperability
Existing “deepwater” assets lack the abil-
ity to operate with each other and with
other armed services. Deepwater will

Artist rendition illustrating future possibilities for Deepwater
and the Coast Guard. 
Image courtesy Integrated Deepwater System Program Office

The Integrated

Deepwater System

(IDS) program is the

solution to one of

today's biggest

problems in the Coast

Guard—our aging and

increasingly obsolete

fleet of cutters and

aircraft. 
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help guarantee interoperability with
other Coast Guard assets and Service
branches from the beginning because it
is a system-wide replacement program.

Two-Phased Approach
The Deepwater acquisition strategy con-
sists of two phases. During Phase 1,
three industry teams developed their
Deepwater System solutions as func-
tional designs. These teams were then
allowed to participate in a limited com-
petition for the development of the re-
fined Integrated Deepwater System pro-
posals in Phase 2. Phase 2 proposals are
being evaluated based on four factors:
operational effectiveness, total owner-
ship cost, management capability, and
technical feasibility.

Communications
Industry is a partner with whom we
must communicate and share informa-
tion to develop the optimal system of
assets. Therefore, we established several
innovative mechanisms to facilitate com-
munication. 

MATRIX PRODUCT TEAMS (MPTS)
Individual MPTs were set up for vari-
ous technical specialties during Phase 1
of the Deepwater program. Designed to
facilitate effective communication be-
tween the Coast Guard and industry, the
MPTs were made up of experts who as-
sessed the programmatic impacts and
technical feasibility of industry's evolv-
ing concepts and deliverables. 

TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT

TEAMS (TATS)
TATs worked with industry during Phase
1 to review designs and exchange in-
formation. These teams met regularly
with industry to remain current on their
progress and better understand their
concepts for the program. 

INTEGRATED PRODUCT TEAMS (IPTS)
IPTs will replace Matrix Product Teams
during Phase 2 of the Deepwater pro-
gram. Coast Guard IPTs employ experts
in different functional areas from across
Coast Guard organizations to complete
specific tasks. This cross-directorate and
industry collaboration helps leverage
our expertise. The IPTs have been del-

Guard continues blazing a path of ac-
quisition excellence. A closer relation-
ship with DAU, including improved ac-
cess to their considerable consulting and
educational talent, will help us meet this
commitment as new issues arise.

This relationship will also create a real-
world laboratory for DAU. Through in-
volvement in, and real-time access to
Deepwater's leading-edge acquisition
activities, DAU experts will be able to
capture “lessons learned” from the pro-
gram for the development of instruc-
tional materials and research papers.
Members of Team Deepwater will also
support DAU by serving as guest speak-
ers, panel members, or workshop lead-
ers for appropriate DAU programs and
courses. 

The insights gained from this partner-
ship will not only provide tremendous
benefit to both Deepwater and DAU,
but they can also positively influence
future acquisition policy. This is im-
portant because sound acquisition strate-
gies will be critical for military trans-
formation. The transition from a
platform-centric to a network-centric
military, for example, will not happen
without innovative acquisition strate-
gies and practices.

An Important Step Forward
The MOU between the Coast Guard and
DAU marks an important step forward
in a long and rewarding relationship be-
tween the two organizational entities.
Drawing on DAU’s pool of expertise will
help us continue the implementation of
our leading-edge acquisition strategy
and allow the Coast Guard to continue
to serve the American public at the level
they have come to expect. The Coast
Guard will benefit. DAU will benefit.
The Acquisition community will bene-
fit, and the American people will ben-
efit. It’s a combination that only makes
sense.

EEddiittoorr’’ss  NNoottee:: The U.S. Coast Guard In-
tegrated Deepwater System (IDS) Pro-
gram Team welcomes questions or com-
ments on this article. Contact Kerr at
PKerr@comdt.uscg.mil.

egated significant authority to make de-
cisions and complete their tasks. This
is consistent with our commitment to
empower individuals to perform their
jobs well. 

INTEGRATED PRODUCT DATA

ENVIRONMENT (IPDE)
IPDE is the technological component of
Deepwater program/industry coopera-
tion. The IPDE provides real-time data
connectivity with industry members.
This enables the sharing of engineering
data, cost estimates, and program man-
agement information with industry, en-
suring that design changes are made as
early as possible and that costs are ac-
counted for accurately. 

Deepwater's Progress
Phase 1 of the Deepwater acquisition
strategy was completed on June 15,
2001, with the three competing indus-
try teams completing functional designs
for their integrated solutions. The Phase
2 Request for Proposals for system im-
plementation was released on June 29,
2001, and proposals were received Sept.
27-28. The Coast Guard is currently re-
viewing the proposals and the contract
is scheduled for award in the third quar-
ter of fiscal 2002.

President Bush and the Department of
Transportation have demonstrated their
strong support for the program—the
fiscal 2002 budget for Deepwater was
$320.19 million, and the President's fis-
cal 2003 request is $500 million ($469
million will be applied to the actual con-
tractual funding for the acquisition of
Deepwater assets; $31 million will be
spent on technical support/program
management and administration). The
outlook for the unmitigated success of
the Deepwater program has never been
better. 

Benefits of Partnership
The partnership between the Coast
Guard and the Defense Acquisition Uni-
versity has been mutually beneficial, but
the relationship will become even more
important following contract award.
DAU will continue to provide an in-
valuable source of acquisition expertise
for the Deepwater program, as the Coast
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Seated, from left: Frank Anderson, President, Defense Acquisition University; and Craig Swenson, Provost/Senior Vice-President,

University of Phoenix. Standing, from left: Brian Mueller, Chief Operating Officer, University of Phoenix Online; Russ Paden,

Regional Director of Academic Affairs, University of Phoenix Online; Wallis Stemm, Director of Articulation & College

Relationships, University of Phoenix, University Services; and Tony Digiovanni, CEO University of Phoenix Online.

Photo courtesy Ben Arnold Photography

DAU AND UNIVERSITY OF PHOENIX ONLINE
FORM STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP

Lisa Johnson

On Dec. 11, 2001, the Presidents
of both the Defense Acquisition
University and the University of

Phoenix formally signed an articula-
tion agreement. This agreement to
partnership is designed to facilitate the
transfer of American Council on Ed-
ucation (ACE) credit recommenda-
tions or other credit bearing tran-
scripted courses earned by the
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics
workforce into a Bachelor of Science
in Management degree program at the
University of Phoenix Online.

Students may chose from one of
four tracks as the emphasis for the
degree program: Information Systems
Acquisition, Financial Management/
Cost Estimating, Contract Manage-
ment, or an interdisciplinary focus in
Acquisition Management. 

DAU students may apply up to 30
hours of DAU course work toward the
120-semester-hour requirement. Of
the remaining 90 semester hours, the
student must take 30 hours from the
University of Phoenix, either online or
at a campus site, and 60 hours can be

taken at the University of Phoenix or
other accredited institutions.

For further information please contact:
Nancy Cervasio (University of
Phoenix, Student Services Questions)

(602) 387-6279
Vince Grell (University of Phoenix,
Enrollment Questions)

(602) 387-6231
DAU Transcripts

http://dau.mil/registrar/transcripts.
htm or 1-888-284-4906
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From left: David Drabkin, Deputy Associate Administrator for Acquisition Policy, General Services Administra-
tion; DAU President Frank J. Anderson Jr.; and Gloria Sochon, FAI Director, sign a Memorandum of
Agreement, March 15, 2002, for the joint use of DAU’s e-Learning CON-101 course.

DEFENSE ACQUISITION UNIVERSITY, FEDERAL ACQUISITION INSTITUTE SIGN
MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT FOR JOINT USE OF E-LEARNING VERSION—

BASICS OF CONTRACTING (CON-101) COURSE

On March 15, DAU President Frank
Anderson Jr.; David Drabkin,
Deputy Associate Administrator

for Acquisition Policy, General Services
Administration; and Gloria Sochon, Di-
rector of the Federal Acquisition Insti-
tute (FAI), signed a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) between DAU and
FAI. 

The MOA is a foundation for the
joint use by both Department of De-

fense and civilian agency students of
the e-Learning version of the Defense
Acquisition Workforce Improvement
Act (DAWIA) Level I course for certifi-
cation in the Contracting career field—
CON-101.

The ultimate goal is to ensure that
training throughout the federal sector
in the field of contracting satisfies a uni-
form set of required competencies rec-
ognized by all agencies and is delivered

in a manner suited to the demands of
the 21st century acquisition environ-
ment. Piloted and completed in Janu-
ary using both DoD and civilian agency
students, the course is now available
for registration to all students. 

DAU offers several online classes ser-
vicing the acquisition community. For
a complete listing of DAU courses or to
download a complete DAU course cat-
alog in PDF format, visit DAU’s Virtual

Campus at https://dau3.
fedworld.gov/dau/index.
htm. Students may also
enroll in CON-101
through the Federal Ac-
quisition Institute On-
line University Web site
at http://www.faionline.
com/kc/login/login.asp?
kc_ident=kc0001.

DAU AND HOWARD UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF BUSINESS FORM
STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP

On March 15, Frank Anderson Jr., Defense
Acquisition University (DAU) President, and
Dr. Charles Mahone, Director, Howard Uni-

versity School of Business  M.B.A. Program, signed
a Letter of Intent chartering DAWIA-certified DAU
students for acceptance in the Howard Univer-
sity School of Business M.B.A. degree program,
with a concentration in Supply Chain Manage-
ment and Supply Chain Management certificate
programs.

The purpose of this strategic partnership is to
leverage capabilities of the parties to create con-
tinuous learning opportunities, thereby increas-
ing the skills, knowledge, and abilities of the DoD
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics workforce.
DAU students will be able to leverage completed
DAU training and take Howard University School
of Business courses toward an M.B.A. degree.

Dr. Charles Mahone, Director, Howard University School of Business M.B.A.
Program (left), and DAU President Frank J. Anderson Jr. 

Photo by Army Sgt. Kevin Moses
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FREDERICKSBURG, Va. (April 11, 2002)—
The Commandant of the Defense Acquisi-
tion University (DAU) traveled to the James

Monroe Center (JMC) for Graduate and Profes-
sional Studies at Mary Washington College
Thursday, April 11, to sign an agreement af-
firming a strategic DAU-JMC partnership fos-
tering the continuing education of the Depart-
ment of Defense acquisition workforce.

The DAU Commandant, Army Col. Ronald
C. Flom, toured JMC in Stafford County and
met with MWC President William M. Anderson
Jr., to sign a Memorandum of Understanding
between the two institutions that underscores
JMC's commitment to help meet increasing de-
mands for educational programs in contracts
and procurement management.

“I look forward to a long and rewarding re-
lationship,” Flom said. 

“We, too, are very excited about this new
arrangement,” Anderson added. “It's great for
us. It's great for both organizations. I'm sure it'll
open up lots of new opportunities for our two
organizations.”

DAU, headquartered at Fort Belvoir, provides
training and courses for the more than 140,000
military and civilian members of the Defense
Department's Acquisition, Technology and Lo-
gistics (AT&L) workforce. The DAU delivers its
training via campuses scattered around the coun-
try, including one at Fort Belvoir.

As part of the agreement with DAU, JMC will
expand the AT&L workforce's educational op-
portunities by recognizing certain required DAU
courses as transferable into JMC's Contracts and
Procurement Management programs.

By applying credit from DAU courses deemed
equivalent to certain JMC courses and those rec-
ommended by the American Council on Edu-
cation, DAU students can leverage DAU train-
ing to earn JMC's Post-Baccalaureate Certificate
in Contracts and Procurement Management or
JMC's Master of Business Administration degree
with a Contracts and Procurement Management
concentration. The arrangement is available to
any defense AT&L worker who meets certain
criteria, including JMC admission requirements.

“This partnership is a win-win situation
for all parties—DAU, JMC, businesses, stu-
dents—that helps meet the need for qualified
personnel in the contracts and procurement man-
agement area,” said Dr. Alan G. Heffner, Profes-
sor of Leadership and Management and Direc-
tor of JMC's M.B.A. Program.

JMC's Contracts and Procurement Manage-
ment programs began in fall 2001 to open ca-
reer opportunities to professionals seeking to
enter the field and to help professionals now em-
ployed in the field to advance, as well as to help
meet public and private sector needs for qual-
ity education in contracts and procurement man-
agement.

There is growing demand for procurement
professionals trained to get the best value for
contract spending in government and industry.
Private and public sectors increasingly rely on
contracting out for the delivery of goods and ser-
vices or for hiring contractors. Meanwhile, or-
ganizations providing contracted services must
employ skilled procurement professionals to
compete for and deliver high-quality products
and services on time and within budget.

JMC's mission is to support regional economic
development, personal lifelong learning, and
professional advancement through quality full-
time and part-time educational programs and
services. The center offers baccalaureate degree
completion, post-baccalaureate and graduate
certificates, and master's degrees, as well as pro-
fessional certification and re-certification pro-
grams, individual professional development
courses, and continuing education. Classes and
services are available during the evening, on
weekends, and during normal weekday busi-
ness hours to meet the needs of working adult
students.

MMWWCC  PPRREESSIIDDEENNTT,,  DDAAUU  CCOOMMMMAANNDDAANNTT SSIIGGNN
AAGGRREEEEMMEENNTT RRAATTIIFFYYIINNGG SSTTRRAATTEEGGIICC PPAARRTTNNEERRSSHHIIPP

Christine Neuberger

For more information about JMC's programs,
call (540)286-8000; call toll-free (888) 692-
4968; or visit the JMC Web site at http://www.
jmc.mwc.edu. To learn more about DAU or re-
view a list of resident and online courses, go
to http://www.dau.mil.
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Aldridge Publishes Definitions for
Evolutionary Acquisition, Spiral
Development

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS

CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE

INSPECTOR GENERAL, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

GENERAL COUNSEL, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES

SUBJECT: Evolutionary Acquisition and Spiral Development

Since the publication of DoD Directive 5000.1 and DoD Instruction 5000.2, in which the

Department established a preference for the use of evolutionary acquisition strategies relying

on a spiral development process, there has been some confusion about what these terms

mean and how spiral development impacts various processes such as contracting and

requirements generation that interface with an evolutionary acquisition strategy.The purpose

of this memorandum is to address those questions.

Evolutionary acquisition and spiral development are methods that will allow us to reduce

our cycle time and speed the delivery of advanced capability to our warfighters.These

approaches are designed to develop and field demonstrated technologies for both hardware

and software in manageable pieces. Evolutionary acquisition and spiral development also

allow insertion of new technologies and capabilities over time.Therefore, these approaches

provide the best means of getting advanced technologies to the warfighter quickly while

providing for follow-on improvements in capability. Evolutionary acquisition and spiral

development are similar to pre-planned product improvement but are focused on providing

the warfighter with an initial capability which may be less than the full requirement as a trade-

off for earlier delivery, agility, affordability, and risk reduction.

Attached is a set of definitions. My points of contact for further information are Skip

Hawthorne in the Acquisition Initiatives office, 703-697-6399, skip.hawthorne@osd.mil, or

Ramona Lush in the Acquisition Resources and Analysis office, 703-695-5166,

ramona.lush@osd.mil.

Attachment

E.C. Aldridge, Jr.

As stated

TTHHEE  UUNNDDEERR  SSEECCRREETTAARRYY  OOFF  DDEEFFEENNSSEE

33001100  DDEEFFEENNSSEE  PPEENNTTAAGGOONN

WWAASSHHIINNGGTTOONN,,  DD..CC..  2200330011--33001100

ACQUISITION, 

TECHNOLOGY AND

LOGISTICS

Editor’s Note: This information is in
the public domain.To download the
attachment to Aldridge’s memoran-
dum, go to the Director, Acquisition
Initiatives Web site at http://www.acq.
osd.mil/ar/ar.htm#spiral.



Defense Standardization 
Program Presents 
Annual Awards

During a ceremony held today at the Crystal City
Hilton Hotel, Arlington, Va., four individuals
and three teams received awards from the De-

fense Standardization Program (DSP) for outstand-
ing contributions to the Department of Defense last
fiscal year. Since 1986, DSP has recognized signifi-
cant achievements in quality, reliability, readiness,
cost reduction, and interoperability through stan-
dardization. 

The DSP mission is to identify, influence, develop,
manage, and provide access to standardization
processes, products, and services for warfighters and
the acquisition and logistics communities. In addi-
tion, the program promotes interoperability and as-
sists in reducing total ownership cost and in sus-
taining readiness. 

FOLLOWING ARE THE DEFENSE STANDARDIZA-
TION PROGRAM AWARD RECIPIENTS FOR 2002:

AAllaann  JJ..  FFlleettcchheerr, Air Force Research Laboratory,
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio. Fletcher, the
grand prize award winner, led a DoD-wide effort to
convert from military specifications and qualified
products lists to non-government standards for aero-
space sealants. 

AAllaann  BBaarroonnee, Defense Logistic Agency (DLA), De-
fense Supply Center, Columbus (DSCC), Ohio.
Barone led the engineering standardization efforts
for the high reliability semiconductor program, MIL-
PRF-19500. 

JJaammeess  AA..  CCrruumm, DLA, DSCC. Crum completed two
key standardization actions as the lead engineer for
the electronic relay engineering team. 

MMiicchhaaeell  CC..  JJoonneess, DLA, DSCC. Jones was the cata-
lyst in bringing a new class of product into the hy-
brid microcircuit standardization program. 

AArrmmyy  JJooiinntt  TTaaccttiiccaall  RRaaddiioo  SSyysstteemm  PPrrooggrraamm  OOffffiiccee,
Standardization Software Communications Archi-
tecture Team, Arlington, Va. This team is recognized
for creating the standardized software communica-
tions architecture for use in all future DoD tactical
radio designs. 

AArrmmyy  AANN//PPRRCC--111122  PPrroodduuccttiioonn  SSuuppppoorrtt  TTeeaamm,
Avionics Directorate, Logistics Readiness Center,
Army Communications-Electronics Command, Fort
Monmouth, N.J. This team developed the mid-term
strategy for upgrading and extending the life of the
AN/PRC-112 radio. 

NNaavvyy  JJooiinntt  PPrreecciissiioonn  AApppprrooaacchh  aanndd  LLaannddiinngg  SSyysstteemmss
TTeeaamm, Naval Air Warfare Center, Webster Field
Annex, St. Inigoes, Md. This Navy and Air Force
team set the architecture for the joint precision ap-
proach and landing system, [demonstrating] that
global positioning systems technology can solve air
traffic control and landing operations problems. 

Additional information on the Defense Standard-
ization Program, awardees, and their accomplish-
ments may be obtained by visiting www.dsp.dla.mil.
. 
EEddiittoorr’’ss  NNoottee:: This information is in the public do-
main at http://www.defenselink.mil/news.

IMMEDIATE RELEASE April 17, 2002
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Lang is the Director, Defense Contract Management Agency Software Center, Boston, Mass. He has 20 years of active duty service in the U.S. Air Force in various
acquisition specialties. His previous assignment was program manager for the Iceland Air Defense System. Lang holds a Bachelor's Degree in Engineering Technol-
ogy from Norwich University, a Master's Degree in Engineering Management from Western New England College, and is a graduate of the Defense Systems Man-
agement College, Advanced Program Management Course (APMC 98-1).

M O D E L I N G  A N D  S I M U L A T I O N

Risk Data Based on Capability
Maturity Models

All DCMA Field Locations Will Have Capability to
Provide Free Process Risk Data by Year's End

L T .  C O L .  B O B  L A N G ,  U S A F

W
ouldn't it make sense to
have a way for Government
program offices to deter-
mine the maturity of a con-
tractor's software develop-

ment process without incurring the cost
and time to conduct a total Software Ca-
pability Evaluation? Wouldn't it be effi-
cient to have a way to eliminate redun-
dant reviews of contractor software
development processes by different gov-
ernment offices?

Well, there is now a way to obtain this
data. Just simply ask. The capability to
provide such data is expected to be in
place at all Defense Contract Manage-
ment Agency (DCMA) field locations by
the end of this year.

As the on-site government representa-
tives at contractor facilities, DCMA pro-
vides assistance to all branches of the
military. Its scope of effort is defined
within the Federal Acquisition Regula-
tion (FAR). This includes the evaluation
and surveillance of contractor manage-
ment systems such as the processes used
in software development. For this, the
agency has adopted use of the Software
Engineering Institute's (SEI) Software
Capability Maturity Model for Software
(SW-CMM). 

The SW-CMM was the language we
needed to speak—and speak fluently—
to communicate with the broad range
of customers across DoD. It is the lan-
guage spoken by government program
offices when conducting software ca-
pability evaluations for source selections
or lesser reviews. It is the language se-
lected by the Under Secretary of Defense

for Acquisition, Technology and Logis-
tics (USD-AT&L), in his Oct. 26, 1999,
memorandum, “Software Evaluations
for ACAT I Programs,” to reduce risk on
acquisitions. It is the language employed
by contractors when conducting a
CMM-Based Appraisal for Internal
Process Improvement (CBA IPI). 

CMM-Based Insight
Our initiative to speak this common lan-
guage—what we call CMM-based in-
sight—is simple in concept. Taking ad-
vantage of DCMA's in-plant presence,
we will primarily organize daily obser-
vations into findings per the CMM. Ob-
servations undergo an internal peer re-
view for conformity to the CMM; then
data is freely shared with the applicable
contractor and passed to program of-
fices. Findings will be used to concen-
trate DCMA effort based on risk. Details
concerning the process, responsibilities,

To gauge a contractor's process ma-
turity (on individual programs), the
Defense Contract Management
Agency has applied the Software En-
gineering Institute's Capability Ma-
turity Model. While being incre-
mentally deployed, this effort is
already paying benefits to program
offices, contractors, and the DoD.
The goal: continuous process im-
provement to ensure the warfighter—
the end user—receives the highest
quality systems.

1. Provide program and software development process risk informa-
tion to DCMA and buying Commands

2. Promote supplier process improvements based on trend analysis
of CMM-based observations

3. Consistently maintain data to identify process capability in support
of source selection and contract monitoring

4. Promote DCMA internal process improvements

FIGURE 1. CMM-Based Insight Goals
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and outcomes are captured in the
Method Description Document, avail-
able online at http://home.dcma.mil/
onebook/4.0/4.3/inititives.htm.

The CMM-Based Insight Goals (Figure
1) directly benefit program offices, con-
tractors, and the DoD. Regardless of
DCMA location, program offices will
have consistent data concerning a con-
tractor's software process maturity for
programs within DCMA cognizance.
Since data is freely shared with the con-
tractor, concern or disagreement on
high-risk areas can be resolved at the
working level, or elevated as necessary
to the DCMA/Contractor/Program Of-
fice Management Council, as described
in a March-April 1999 Program Man-
ager article by then Air Force Maj. Gen.
Timothy Malishenko, “Management
Councils Emerge as Valuable Asset in
the Program Manager's Tool Kit.”

The data can be used in future process
reviews to reduce or eliminate redun-
dant areas. The results from this con-
tinuous review could also be used as a
vehicle to ensure contractors have main-
tained a process capability level, per
DoD Policy published in the USD
(AT&L) memorandum previously cited;
or in support of independent expert pro-
gram reviews of software intensive sys-
tems, as covered in a USD(AT&L) mem-
orandum, Dec. 21, 2000, “Independent
Expert Program Reviews of Software In-
tensive System Acquisition.” 

Evaluation Relationships
CMM-based insight is not a software ca-
pability evaluation or a CBA IPI (Figure
2). While data could be used to sub-
stantiate another evaluation, DCMA will
never rate a particular company through
CMM-based insight. The initiative is fo-
cused on identifying areas of concern
on individual programs (i.e., higher-risk
process areas) and allocating the ap-
propriate level of resources commen-
surate with that risk. 

Incremental Phases
As previously discussed, the initiative is
simple in concept. But like the process
of teaching an adult to speak (and think)
in a new language, making this transi-

tion has involved a culture change in
DCMA software surveillance activities.
As such, incremental phases (Figure 3)
were designed to assist the transition.

Phase I validated the approach at the
home locations of our Agency Software
Engineering Institute (SEI) affiliates.
Phase II verified that approach for suit-
ability and effectiveness in a typical field
environment. Phase III will verify the
capture and transmission of data before
the initiative is implemented agency-
wide. 

Data Organization Challenges
The primary purpose of Phase II was to
verify the approach. Due to the sheer
number of inputs—necessary for the
correlation of observations to the ap-
plicable key practices, internal peer re-
views, identification, and subsequent
action on high-risk areas—the need for
an adequate support tool was recognized
early. (This situation will be resolved in
Phase III when data collection is incor-
porated into the common tool sup-
porting the entire DCMA Risk Assess-
ment Management Program.) Despite
this burdensome data collection, 45 per-
cent of our field locations agreed to be
pilot locations and voluntarily converted
their operations. Why? Because of the
benefits realized. These benefits are per-
haps best illustrated with actual exam-
ples.

EXAMPLE 1–IMPROVEMENT

NOT RATING

A program office concerned with a his-
tory of poor software quality wanted the
contractor to operate at CMM Level 3.
The company's upper management be-
lieved the company was well within
these parameters and retained an out-
side consultant to verify this position.
Initial results indicated the contractor
was operating at CMM Level 3. The
DCMA field office disagreed, however,
based upon observations and findings
per the CMM.

Working with the program office, the
findings were questioned and the issue
elevated to upper management. The pro-

Regardless of 
DCMA location, 

program offices 
will have 

consis tent data
concerning a 

contractor's software
process maturity 

for programs within
DCMA cognizance. 

SOFTWARE CAPABILITY CMM-BASED APPRAISAL DCMA CMM-BASED
EVALUATION FOR INTERNAL PROCESS INSIGHT

IMPROVEMENT

Basis of Evaluation Software CMM Software CMM Software CMM

Company Rating No Yes No
Provided

Frequency One time One Time Continuous

Data Refreshed No No Yes (18 Month Max)

Conducting Typically Government Contractor Government
Organization (including DCMA)

Basis of review Sponsor selected, usually Representative programs All programs within 
within a particular domain across a business base DCMA cognizance

FIGURE 2. Comparison of Evaluations
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gram office held that if the review re-
vealed a significantly different result than
that observed in day-to-day operations,
the government would sponsor an in-
dependent software capability evalua-
tion. If the government evaluation re-
vealed the contractor was more
interested in paper ratings than software
quality improvement, the government
would consider developing a second
source for the procurement.

What was the end result? The final eval-
uation revealed operations at CMM Level
1. The contractor was well on the way
to Level 2 but far from the desired Level
3 target profile. Was this a typical con-
tractor/government confrontation? Quite
the opposite—it fostered a spirit of
process improvement. For the first time,
there was an accurate and understood
baseline. The contractor developed a
road map for process maturity, and dur-
ing the course of two years achieved the
desired Level 3 profile. DCMA, the gov-
ernment on-site representative, partic-
ipated in the mini reviews and was a
team member on the final contractor-
conducted CBA IPI.

EXAMPLE 2–RISK-BASED

OPERATIONS

One would assume that organizations
with higher maturity operations will
have a greater probability of producing
a higher quality product. Some early
work in this area was conducted under
the auspices of the Air Force Institute
of Technology (Re: Crosstalk, The Jour-
nal of Defense Software Engineering, Sep-
tember 1995 edition). If such a corre-
lation is accepted, it would seem
reasonable to assume that there is less
government surveillance of higher ma-
turity operations than operations with
lower maturity. In the absence of data,
however, people often focus on those
areas where they are comfortable. Con-
sequently, a low-risk area might get as
much attention as a high-risk area.

This is not so with the CMM-based in-
sight methodology because it is based
on data and focuses expended effort in
proportion to risk. This is the case at
one of our pilot locations where the con-
tractor has achieved CMM Level 5. The

CMM-based insight data will be used to
ensure DCMA effort and resources are
allocated to the areas of highest risk.

EXAMPLE 3—THE REST OF

THE STORY

Is a CMM rating truly representative of
all programs at a given facility? As the
name states, the model measures a ca-
pability. It would seem logical to assume
that if a capability has been demon-
strated on one program, that it has been
applied to all. With mandated levels,
though, other pressures come into play. 

At one pilot location the contractor had
conducted a CBA IPI that resulted in a
finding of CMM Level 3. The contrac-
tor had selected programs across the
business base and then hung a banner
over the building entrance saying “CMM
Level 3 Certified.” So what was wrong
with that?

First, the term Level 3 Certified is con-
fusing and misleading. Certified by
whom? Secondly, the review did not in-
clude the largest program—one that had
been experiencing problems at the in-
ternational level. While the CBA IPI
shows a company's capability to oper-
ate at a given level, it is not necessarily

true for all programs. It should be, and
seems to be in most cases, especially
when the focus is on process improve-
ment. However, in this particular case
it was not.

With the DCMA data, the banner was
removed and the applicable program
office understood that operations on
their program were not at CMM Level
3 and why.

EXAMPLE 4—ELIMINATE/REDUCE

DUPLICATIVE REVIEWS

Concerned about software quality, a joint
program office planned a review of the
contractor's software development
processes. The DCMA pilot location, a
front-runner for this initiative, already
had the data in the common language
of the CMM. It clearly identified
strengths and weaknesses. The review
was cancelled, with the DCMA data used
in follow-on actions with the contrac-
tor.

This is only one example, but the dol-
lar savings across the Department
quickly add up. According to an article
published in the January-February 1998
issue of Acquisition Reform Today, “SCE
Reuse: Ending Redundant Reviews,” the

NEW TOTAL
START PHASE TASK PRODUCT WHO SITES SITES

Oct 99 I -Develop & Validate -Method Description DCMA SEI 4 4
Approach Document (MDD) Affiliates

-Training Material

Jun 00 II -Verify Procedures -Updated MDD Volunteer 5 9
-Validate Data Collection -Finalized Data Field
-Learn & employ methodology Requirements Locations

May 01 IIB -Refine approach -Procedure Update Volunteer 10 19
-Learn & employ methodology (as required) Field

-Trained personnel Locations

Aug 01 IIC -Refine approach -Procedure Update Volunteer 5-10 24-29
-Learn & employ methodology (as required) Field

-Trained personnel Locations

TBD III Verify Data Integration into Data collection tool All Pilot 0 24-29
(Est. Winter DCMA Risk Assessment supporting CMM-based Sites

01/02) Management Program operations

TBD (Est. IV Agency-Wide Deployment Process Data in terms All DCMA 13-18 42
Spring 02) of SW-CMM locations

FIGURE 3. CMM-Based Insight Implementation
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cost to conduct a software capability
evaluation has been estimated at
$50,000 for both the government and
contractor. 

Experience and Training
The Software Engineering Institute's
1994 publication, The Capability Matu-
rity Model: Guidelines for Improving the
Software Process, defines a complete
process as having 1) procedures and
methods for defining the relationship of
tasks, 2) tools and equipment, and 3)
people with skills, training, and moti-
vation. The first two elements have al-
ready been addressed. Concerning peo-
ple, the agency has over 400 personnel
supporting software quality assurance.
To assure this workforce is properly pre-
pared to deliver consistently first-rate
assessments, we have instituted a multi-
phase development program.

BASIC TRAINING

The agency's formal training is called the
DCMA Software Professional Develop-
ment Program. Individuals proceed
through two training levels. Level 1 re-
quires completing 72 hours of computer-
based training, 40 hours of classroom
instruction, and a formal mentoring pro-
gram focused on practical application of
course material. Level 2 requires an ad-
ditional 97 hours of computer-based
training, 120 hours of classroom in-
struction, and further mentoring.

The SEI's CMM is integrated into the
computer-based training, classroom in-
struction, and mentoring. Currently, 70
percent of agency software personnel
have obtained Level 2 status. To main-
tain this level, individuals must com-
plete a minimum of 12 hours of soft-
ware-related training each year.

APPLICATION TRAINING

As each field location begins operations
under the CMM-based insight initiative,
all personnel undergo an additional 20
hours of specific application training
conducted on site by the DCMA Soft-
ware Center. Applicable contractors and
government program offices have been
welcomed into this training. It focuses
specifically on implementing initiatives
and daily operations. 

ON-CALL ASSISTANCE

DCMA personnel have direct access to
the six-person DCMA Software Center.
In addition, one eighth of the total field
workforce has completed the SEI's Soft-
ware Capability Evaluation training. Ad-
ditional assistance is available to any of
our evaluators from highly qualified

agency personnel who are SEI-certified
lead assessors.

IMPLEMENTATION MEASUREMENT

Training provides a foundation for con-
ducting business per the CMM, but it
does not directly correlate to experience,
which can only come with time.
Progress in implementing the initiative
has been promising. For instance, more
and more companies, when conduct-
ing CBA IPIs, have requested our per-
sonnel as team members.

However, to gauge implementation
progress for this initiative across the en-
tire agency and to make necessary ad-
justments, the agency is developing a
top-level metric based upon percentage
of activities (observations) made on
high- and moderate-risk processes vs.
total number of activities (observations)
performed. Progress will be reviewed by
the agency director, his or her senior
leadership team, and DCMA field com-
manders.

CMM-Based Insight and CMMI
The baseline for our efforts is the SW-
CMM. We fully expect, and are making
preparations, to switch over to the Ca-
pability Maturity Model Integrated
(CMMI) at a later date. The agency is
part of the SEI-led CMMI Steering
Group responsible for developing the

Phase I (Beginning Oct 99)
• Boston (Nashua) • Denver
• Delaware Valley (PA) • Syracuse

Phase II (Added Jun 00)
• Boeing (Philadelphia) • St Petersburg
• Lockheed Martin Oswego (NY) • Sikorsky
• Lockheed Martin Sunnyvale (CA)

Phase II B (May 01)
• Birmingham (Huntsville) • Hartford 
• Bell Helicopter Textron • Baltimore (Manassas)  
• Northrup Grumman, Bethpage • Boeing St Louis
• Northrup Grumman, Melbourne • Orlando (Harris, Melbourne)
• San Antonio (NASA, Houston) • Springfield (NJ)

Phase II C (Summer 01)
Up to 10 Volunteer locations

FIGURE 4. DCMA Pilot Locations

While full agency
implementation 

will not occur until
September 2002, the

approach [CMM-based
insight] has been

developed with SEI
affiliates and is being
used by a majority of
DCMA field locations. 
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SW-CMM/CMMI turnover within the
DoD. 

For CMM-based insight, the transition
should incur little breakage moving to
the integrated model. The biggest chal-
lenge in using either model is the disci-
pline and knowledge of application—
both of which we are gaining with our
current effort and are fully transferable.
Field sites that came aboard in each
phase are shown in Figure 4.

DCMA Credibility
Air Force Lt. Col. Joe Jarzombek, in his
August 1999 CrossTalk article, “Inte-
grating Acquisition with Software and
Systems Engineering,” raised the point:
“A Level 3 development effort, coupled
with a Level 1 acquiring effort, often
equates to a Level 1 delivery capability;
yet the Level 3 developer is often
blamed, and the Software (SW) CMM
is cited as inadequate.” I saw this first-
hand as a junior officer—with disastrous
results. So how does DCMA measure
up?

To answer that question, we took the
sister capability maturity model—the
Software Acquisition CMM—and tai-
lored it for DCMA use. We pilot tested
and made adjustments as applicable.
We then went agency-wide, conducting
reviews from November 1999 until April
2000. Eight equally qualified teams were
used to maintain consistency. What were
the results?

A few organizations were operating at
the defined level, but predominately the

field offices within the agency operate
at the performed level (Level 1). More
importantly, we established a solid base-
line, and each location has a detailed
road map for improvement per the
model structure.

Field locations have been working im-
provements, and the first round of fol-
low-on appraisals is planned in the
Spring of 2002. The original evaluation
team members constitute the personnel
pool to support independent evaluation
of improvements, similar to the indus-
try approach with a CBA IPI. 

A Standard Methodology
DCMA was always required and con-
tinues to conduct evaluations of con-
tractors' software development processes
per the FAR. The agency is now de-
ploying a standard methodology via con-
tinuous process evaluations that is or-
ganized in the CMM—the common
DoD language—and is based on the
day-to-day observations of the in-plant
DCMA personnel. Findings are peer re-
viewed, and all data is freely shared with
the applicable contractor and is avail-
able to government program offices. 

While full agency implementation will
not occur until September 2002, the ap-
proach has been developed with SEI af-
filiates and is being used by a majority
of DCMA field locations. Program of-
fices, the contractors, and the DoD are
already realizing benefits.

So, how much does the agency believe
in using this approach to gauge con-
tractor operations? Enough so that we
are walking the walk and measuring our
operations to the same framework.

Editor’s Note: The author welcomes
questions or comments on this article.
Contact him at rlang@dcmde.dcma.mil.

New or Updated DAU Pubs
AUTOMATIC NOTIFICATION NOW AVAILABLE FOR

NEW/UPDATED PUBS POSTED TO DAU’S HOME PAGE!

Are you a frequent user of the DAU Home Page?
Would you like immediate notification when
we update the DAU Home Page with  new in-

formation, guidebooks, course schedules and ma-
terials, or new issues of Program Manager and Ac-
quisition Review Quarterly? If the answer is yes, take

advantage of our free notification service. Sub-
scribers are under no obligation to sign up for any
additional offers and may also discontinue service
at any time. To sign up now, go to http://groups.
yahoo.com/group/DSMC-PUB. 

…to gauge implementation

progress for this initiative

across the entire agency

and to make necessary

adjustments, the agency is

developing a top-level

metric based upon

percentage of activities

(observations) made on

high- and moderate-risk

processes vs. total 

number of activities

(observations)

performed.



Green Light Ahead for 
Missile Defense Program

L I N D A  D .  K O Z A R Y N

WASHINGTON, March 22, 2002—The
U.S. Missile Defense Agency and Anti-
Ballistic Missile Treaty constraints part

company June 14, freeing the agency to do what
President Bush decides about deployment, a
senior defense official said here today. 

Bush announced in mid-December that the
United States was withdrawing from the 1972
ABM Treaty with Russia. He said the treaty hin-
dered America's ability to develop ways to de-
fend against terrorist or rogue-state missile at-
tacks. 

Pete Aldridge, Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics, said DoD
had prepared a test program that included using
a series of silos in Alaska. He told reporters at
a Pentagon roundtable the silos could “be used
as an emergency missile defense capability” once
ABM restrictions are off. However, he stressed,
no deployment decisions have been made. 

In January, Defense Secretary Donald H. Rums-
feld approved an organizational change for mis-
sile defense that is now being implemented.
“We're streamlining the process to give Gen.
Kadish an ability to make very tough decisions
in what we call “a 'system of systems' approach
to missile defense,” Aldridge said. 

Air Force Lt. Gen. Ronald T. Kadish is the Di-
rector of the Missile Defense Agency, formerly
the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization. 

The agency is chartered by the President and
mandated by Congress to acquire highly effec-
tive ballistic missile defense systems for for-
ward-deployed and expeditionary elements of
the U.S. Armed Forces. The agency was also
tasked to develop and, if directed, to acquire

systems for ballistic missile defense of the United
States. 

Rather than have the Missile Defense Agency
go through the comprehensive review process
currently required in the defense acquisition
process, Aldridge said, officials are combining
the various missile defense weapon systems.
These include various intercept stages—boost
phase, mid-course and terminal; various ranges
of rockets—short-, medium- and long-range;
and ground-, sea- and space-based technolo-
gies. 

All those are weapon systems in their own right,
Aldridge said. “What we've done is…[combine]
all those into essentially 'a system of systems.'
This gives Kadish more authority and will speed
up the overall acquisition process.” The Missile
Defense Support Group, formed to provide
oversight of the agency, Aldridge noted, will re-
view the general's decisions. 

The group includes 13 persons representing
the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint
Staff and the Military Departments. They are
supported by 26 analysts who will handle day-
to-day details. The support group will be given
access to all the data on missile defense and will
have the ability to do independent analyses. 

“They report to me,” Aldridge said, “and they
provide advice to the Director of the Missile De-
fense Agency and to the Senior Executive Coun-
cil.” Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz
chairs the council, which serves as the Missile
Defense Agency's board of directors, he added,
and will make major decisions regarding de-
ployment. 

EEddiittoorr’’ss  NNoottee:: This information is in the pub-
lic domain at http://www.defenselink.mil/news.

RELEASED March 22, 2002
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THE FALCON AND THE MIRAGE:
MANAGING FOR COMBAT EFFECTIVENESS

Author: B.A. “Tony” Kausal
Publisher: DAU Press (November 2001)

Great differences exist between France and the
United States in the ways each nation acquires
new weapon systems. Some differences are cul-

tural; others are a difference in organizational or
management style. Much can be
learned from recognizing those dif-
ferences and gauging the results they
have on meeting milestones and pro-
ducing successful programs.

This guidebook examines the French
Ministére de la Défense and the Délé-
gation Générale pour l’Armement
(DGA) and compares and contrasts
each agency to the U.S. acquisition
structure, and the ways each inter-
acts with Defense industry. The au-

thor examines the System Program Offices of each
country, and gives his insights based on years of ex-
perience with the U.S. Air Force and his recent as-
signment as part of a professional exchange between
the Defense Acquisition University (where he was
the Air Force Chair in the DAU Executive Institute),
and the Centre des Hautes Études de l’Armement
(CHEAr)  in France.

Online
An online copy is available at http://www.dau.mil/
pubs/pubs-main.asp#Online.

Printed Copy
To request a printed copy of The Falcon and the Mi-
rage: Managing for Combat Effectiveness, choose one
of three options: 1) Fax a written request to the
DAU Publications Distribution Center at (703) 805-
3726; 2) mail your request to Defense Acquisition
University, Attn:  AS-CI, 9820 Belvoir Road, Suite
3, Fort Belvoir VA  22060-5565; or 3) e-mail
jeff.turner@dau.mil.

THE FOURTH ESTATE: THE IMPACT OF
MASS COMMUNICATIONS ON DEFENSE

SYSTEMS ACQUISITION DECISION
MAKING

Author: Robert F. Delaney
Publisher: DAU Press (January 2002)

This guidebook examines Department of Defense
Policy and gives an overview of the acquisition
process in relation to Public Af-

fairs and the Media. It delves into the
historical background of the Press
and Media in the United States and
the rise of adversarial media-gov-
ernment relations. It also discusses
the rise of mass communications in
America and the impact of mass
media on American culture and pol-
itics. It examines the media and the
political process, including polls and
lobbying. It also discusses media
techniques and the future of infor-
mation technology, including cyber warfare. It in-
vestigates national security, public policy, and pub-
lic opinion using real-world examples from the
White House, Congress, and the Pentagon. Finally,
it discusses decision making in the Age of Instant
Communications—how to relate to the Media and
Program Managers, and how to include Media plan-
ning in Acquisition decisions.

Online
An online copy will soon be available at http://www.
dau.mil/pubs/pubs-main.asp#Online.

Printed Copy
To request a printed copy of The Fourth Estate: The
Impact of Mass Communications on Defense Systems
Acquisition Decision Making, choose one of three op-
tions: 1) Fax a written request to the DAU Publi-
cations Distribution Center at (703) 805-3726; 2)
mail your request to Defense Acquisition Univer-
sity, Attn:  AS-CI, 9820 Belvoir Road, Suite 3, Fort
Belvoir VA  22060-5565; or 3) e-mail jeff.turner
@dau.mil.

DAU Guidebooks Available
At No Cost to Government Employees
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Fourteenth Annual
International

Acquisition/Procurement
Seminar — Atlantic (IAPS-A)

July 8-12, 2002
Sponsored by the

International Defense Educational
Arrangement (IDEA)

in
Paris, France

THEME
Case Based Education in the 

Defense Acquisition Environment

No seminar fee for qualified participants.

For further information, contact any member
of the DAU-DSMC IDEA Team: (703) 805-5196

or
Visit our Web site:

http://www.dsmc.dau.mil/international/international.htm

The Fourteenth Annual Acquisi-
tion/ Procurement Semi-
nar—Atlantic  (IAPS-A) will be

a theme-based format, to include
an industry day; will provide for your
individual participation; and will pro-
vide for positive information ex-
change and feedback. The theme
for this year’s seminar is “Case
Based Education in the Defense
Acquisition Environment.”

The seminar is sponsored by the
International Defense Educational
Arrangement (IDEA), which con-
sists of the defense acquisition ed-
ucational institutions in France, the
United States, the United Kingdom,
and Germany.

Those eligible to attend are Min-
istries, Departments of Defense,
and supporting Defense Industries
from the four IDEA nations who are
actively engaged in international
defense acquisition programs.

This year’s seminar will be held July
8-12, 2002, in Paris, France. The
last day of the seminar, July 12, will
be dedicated to the educational as-
pects of international acquisition.

The IAPS-A is by invitation only.
Those desiring an invitation who
have not attended past international
seminars  should submit a letter of
request, on government or busi-
ness letterhead, to DSMC by fax
(703-805-3175).

To register, visit the seminar Inter-
net Web site at http://www.dsmc.dau.
mil/international/international.htm.

Invitations, confirmations, and ad-
ministrative instructions will be is-
sued after May 1, 2002.

Contact an IDEA Team member for
additional seminar information at:

Comm (U.S.):
(703) 805-5196

E-mail:
internationalseminars@dau.mil.

In
te

rn
at

ion
al

Defense Educational Arrangem
ent

International Acquisition/
Procurement Seminar

Atlantic
IAPS-A
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Dobbins is Director, Research and Performance
Support, Curricula Development and Support Cen-
ter, Defense Acquisition University, Fort Belvoir, Va.

P R O G R A M  M A N A G E M E N T

Critical Success Factor (CSF) Analysis
for DoD Risk Management 

CSF—More Than Making a List
D R .  J A M E S  “ J I M ”  D O B B I N S

40

I
n the September-October 2001
issue of Program Manager, I provided
a short description of the Critical
Success Factor process model. On
p. 49 of that article, I reference a

statement from Navy Rear Adm. John
A. Gauss, San Diego Space and Naval
Warfare Systems Command Program
Executive Officer (PEO). Speaking on
the applicability of the CSF analysis,
Gauss said, in part:

“…it [CSF analysis] is one of the first
and most important steps to take in
order to build a successful risk man-
agement program.”

In this article, I will address this one as-
pect of CSF analysis—its use in risk
management. 

Every Risk is a Future Event
We are all familiar with typical risk man-
agement processes. The fundamental
notion is that we identify risks, we as-
sess their probability of occurrence, and
we assess the consequence of occur-
rence. Then we put a risk management
plan in place that is designed to elimi-
nate, or alleviate the impact of, the se-
rious risk events. Every risk is neces-
sarily a future event, and only when the
risk event actually happens is the risk
transformed into a problem. The better
we are at identifying risks and under-
standing the underlying basis of our
risks, the better we can manage the risks.
Our objective is to eliminate as many as
possible of the serious risks.  
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One of the struggles we always have in
risk management is assessment of the
probability of a risk event. Almost al-
ways, some level of guesswork is in-
volved, and that implies we have a cer-
tain level of confidence in our assess-
ment of probability. The better we be-
come at eliminating the guess factor, the
more confidence we can have in our as-
sessment, and the more confidence we
can have in the correctness of the in-
vestments we make in terms of labor
and technology in executing our risk
management plans.

Given this, we will now look at how we
can apply CSF analysis to the risk man-
agement process. 

Foundation for CSF Analysis
As a starting point, let us recap the de-
finition of a Critical Success Factor, for
in the definition we can see almost in-
tuitively how CSF analysis relates di-
rectly to risk management. In his March-
April 1979 seed paper, published in
Harvard Business Review, in which he in-
troduced Critical Success Factor theory,
John Rockart defined Critical Success
Factors as:

A) “The limited number of areas in which
results, if they are satisfactory, will en-
sure successful competitive performance
for the organization. They are the few
key areas where things must go right
for the business to flourish. If results in
these areas are not adequate, the orga-
nization’s efforts for the period will be
less than desired.”

B) “Areas of activity that should receive
constant and careful attention from man-
agement.”

Unless the CSF are stated in the form of
an activity, applying the CSF to a given
program presents many problems. Crit-
ical Success Factors are activities, not
goals. They are therefore activities, all of
which are critical to overall success. They
are the things to which the program
manager must give personal attention.
Failure to accomplish the CSF success-
fully will be a major deterrent to overall
program success. Activities can be
tracked and measured. By doing so, we

can determine if the CSF are being ac-
complished successfully.

A fundamental premise of CSF theory
is that if an activity is identified as crit-
ical to program success—and the pro-
gram manager’s time is focused on this
activity, and program resources are ex-
pended to execute, evaluate, and mea-
sure this activity—the program is at re-
duced risk. Conversely, if an activity
being given significant attention by a
program manager is in fact not critical
to program success—and precious pro-
gram manager activity and attention is
thereby being drawn away from items
that actually are critical to success, and
therefore do require program manager
attention—the program is at increased
risk. 

Critical in CSF analysis is understand-
ing the constraints upon which each
CSF depends, for it is from under-
standing the constraints that both the
CSF and the measures for each CSF are
derived. It is also in understanding the
constraints that much of the guesswork
in risk assessment is alleviated. Addi-
tionally, changes in the constraints sig-
nal a manager when changes to the set
of CSF are occurring. By applying the
CSF analysis process, the manager learns
how to think in terms of CSF; and once
the process is learned it can be repeat-
edly applied to the current program
when necessary, or can be applied for
any subsequent assignment the man-
ager undertakes. 

The acquisition management strategy,
which is inherently a risk management
process, must be focused on the correct
issues or the system will have a high
probability of failure to achieve the pro-
gram goals for cost, schedule, and per-
formance. All three of these target goals,
which are present for every program,
are goals which are achieved, or not, de-
pending on the success of the program
manager in properly addressing the pro-
gram risks. 

The majority of the prior research done
on CSF focused exclusively on CSF
identification and did not investigate the
three interrelated areas:

• CSF Identification
• Underlying Constraint Analysis
• Measure Identification.

Nor did any of the prior research at-
tempt to apply CSF analysis to risk man-
agement. Acquisition risk management
application of CSF analysis is essential
for both individual programs and for
systems of systems. It is also becoming
increasingly important for acquisition
management as we move to capability-
based acquisition. 

As programs advance toward comple-
tion, and given that each program has
several intermediate milestones, CSF re-
lated to a given milestone can be deter-
mined. Each manager will be at a par-
ticular milestone point on his or her
program, and the CSF identified may
be milestone-dependent. 

Successful managers do indeed identify
CSF informally, as Gauss indicated.
However, it is advantageous to have a
formal process for doing so; likewise, it
would be advantageous to DoD if each
program manager understood and ap-
plied the process, as suggested by Air
Force Lt. Gen. Robert Raggio. Without
a clear set of CSF for the full program
life cycle, including availability of a rou-
tine process for CSF re-examination, the
program manager will continually face
the risk of unknown factors with regard
to program success, or may spend a con-
siderable amount of his or her valuable
time managing issues and evaluating
data other than those critical to program
success. This, in and of itself, is an ad-
ditional risk to program success.

Explicit or Intuitive
Just as is sometimes done by their civil-
ian counterparts, many of the more skill-
ful program managers intuitively deter-
mine CSF to manage programs rather
than rely on standard information from
their own Management Information Sys-
tem (MIS). However, where the CSF are
not explicitly identified and recorded,
they do not become a part of the pro-
gram history and are not explicit ele-
ments of the management reporting
process. Furthermore, the underlying
constraints for the CSF do not command



P M  :  M AY- J U N E  2 0 0 242

attention, and the CSF are seldom mea-
sured. A successor program manager,
given his or her own skill level and back-
ground, may be more or less capable of
intuitively identifying CSF or may focus
on a different set of intuitively perceived
CSF, if indeed any at all.

The result is that a given acquisition pro-
gram may encounter wide swings in
managerial focus and direction due to
the particular skills and backgrounds of
the different program managers who will
attempt to guide the program to com-
pletion, each of them attempting to in-
tegrate and manage complex informa-
tion related to several different functional
disciplines. In the program management
office, a different person may be re-
sponsible for each of these different dis-
ciplines. 

In the absence of an active and contin-
uous process of identification of the pro-
gram CSF, this is all done without any
documented continuity of those activi-
ties critical to program success, none of
which have become part of the program
history. However, through application
of the CSF Process Model, once the CSF
are explicitly identified and available to
successor program managers, with the
underlying constraints clearly and ex-
plicitly stated, the information gathered
significantly supports program man-
agement stability and alleviates many of
the adverse effects of program manager
discontinuity. Once a set of CSF has been
explicitly identified, communicated, and
made part of the management report-
ing process, the likelihood that the set
will be ignored becomes mi-
nuscule.

Therefore, establishing clear
CSF to support the acquisi-
tion management of large de-
fense programs would be a
significant element of risk
management and of eventual
program success. This requires
an iterative process for CSF
identification and validation,
analysis of the constraints un-
derlying each CSF, and a de-
termination of the measures
needed for each identified CSF.

It is in the iterative analysis of the con-
straints behind each CSF that the like-
lihood of change in the CSF, or the need
for new CSF, will be recognized. 

Managerial Core Competencies
In a study on CSF in management en-
vironments done by Les Pickett and
published in the Spring 1998 issue of
Public Personnel Management, he ad-
dressed the need to focus on develop-
ment of managerial core competencies.
This study identified as two of the CSF
for major organizations the importance
of senior management responsibility: 1)
to identify the enterprise core compe-
tencies, and 2) to ensure that managers
and others in the workforce have com-
petencies that are adequate and appro-
priate.

In this age of downsizing and rightsiz-
ing, it is interesting to note that in this
major survey of global organizations,
the author concluded that “Competent
people are the key to future success and
offer organizations their only sustain-
able competitive advantage.” Among
other Critical Success Factors identified
in this report was the ability to create,
apply, and extend knowledge in the
workplace, which clearly fits into the
DAU corporate university model. 

This study also found that although
learning as a business strategy is of major
importance, the performance measures
of many organizations today do not
place value on knowledge as an asset.
The report concludes that people must

be regarded and managed as an asset,
not as an expendable resource. 

Another and similar report titled “Which
Way to Competitive Advantage,” was
published in the January 1998 issue of
Strategic Management. This article also
focused attention on core competencies.
It is an interesting inquiry into the cur-
rent trends in strategic management and
concludes that it is not position in rela-
tion to competitors that is key to success,
but rather where the principal CSF are
exploiting the resources, capabilities,
and core competencies of the firm. The
choice of strategy should be most in-
fluenced by how the organization can
best exploit its core competencies rela-
tive to opportunities in the external en-
vironment, and not be dictated by the
constraints of the environment. Program
management certainly fits this picture.

Process Focus
The focus on process is important be-
cause in the program management en-
vironment today, so much is in constant
flux, caused by rapid changes and ad-
vances in technology, changing techni-
cal or financial program requirements,
corporate mergers, internationalization
of many programs, use of Integrated
Product Teams (IPT), moving to capa-
bilities-based acquisition, and a focus on
systems of systems. Process allows us to
respond to a rapidly changing environ-
ment. Tools are generally not so flexible. 

By using the CSF Process Model to iden-
tify contextually relevant CSF and their
underlying constraints, together with

their corresponding data
requirements, significant
organizational implica-
tions become evident.
Identification and docu-
mentation of the CSF at
the top level of manage-
ment will lead to the
identification and docu-
mentation of CSF at the
next lower level of man-
agement, with each set
of CSF retaining its own
corresponding data ele-
ment identifications.
More importantly, the
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identification of the CSF for the lower
level managers, done in light of the CSF
identified for the top level of manage-
ment, results in a set of hierarchically
consistent CSF covering multiple verti-
cal levels of management, and can pro-
vide horizontal integration for systems
of systems.

Each level of management will under-
stand what the information needs are of
the next higher level of management,
and therefore what their own success
criteria must be for overall organization
success. Each level of management col-
lectively will be able to provide the in-
formation and data necessary for man-
agement of the CSF at the next higher
level, as well as assure that each has his
or her own data necessary for manage-
ment of each individual organization’s
CSF.

Application to Risk Management
A set of CSF is by nature very specific
to a given manager, and must reflect that
particular manager’s needs at any given
time. This leads to the conclusion that
managers need a generalized process
that can be used by any manager at any
time to identify and evaluate the CSF
pertinent to his or her job. Since the
process is general, unlike the CSF which
are highly specific, managers can apply
the process, once learned, to any man-
agement environment in which they find
themselves. It becomes a permanent part
of their management thought process. 

Thus, the successful identification and
use of CSF at any point in the project
life becomes primarily an issue of prop-
erly applying a general process, and rec-
ognizing the possibility of CSF chang-
ing over time. That CSF can change over
time is not intuitively obvious. One nat-
urally expects that CSF initially identi-
fied for a given program, with its given
goals and purpose, will be relatively sta-
ble. In some programs this is true. While
this possibility exists, conditions to
which the program must respond fre-
quently change, thereby causing a
change to the program Critical Success
Factors. These conditions can be tech-
nical-, financial-, or personnel-related. 

In determining CSF, program managers
are interviewed and asked to respond
to a set of questions in the following 10
key categories defined as the basis for
the model:

• Global or Industry Related
• External Influences
• Internal Influences
• Current and Future
• Temporal and Enduring
• Risk Abatement
• Performance
• Special Monitoring
• Quality
• Modification Management.

The interviewer uses a questionnaire-
guided process to show that through
CSF analysis, the manager is able to: 1)
determine his or her contextually spe-
cific CSF, 2) identify the constraints un-
derlying each identified CSF, and 3) de-
termine the measures applicable to each
identified CSF. Through application of
the guided interview process, the con-
straints surface as managers discuss the
issues of importance relative to each of
the 10 criteria categories of the model.

The process is initiated by first identi-
fying all elements of importance related
to each of the 10 key criteria categories.
These statements are then grouped by
topic, regardless of the 10 categories in
which they appeared. A CSF is then
identified for each topic group, and these
important items related to each topic
are the underlying constraints for the
CSF for that topic.

The CSF for each separate topic group
are always stated as an activity. The can-
didate measures for the CSF are then
derived from these same constraints.
This enables managers to grasp the con-
cept of connecting the underlying con-
straints to each CSF, and linking the
measures for the CSF to these same un-
derlying constraints. The underlying
constraints involve little guesswork and
can be cross-verified by others. 

Because of the guidance provided
through these areas of inquiry, a man-
ager does not simply list the activities
he or she believes are critical. This pre-

vents the manager from reacting to the
most pressing current problem or the
most recent crisis. The CSF are not ex-
plicitly stated by the manager. Rather,
they are derived from the information
provided by the manager as each of the
10 key areas are considered.

Therefore, the process itself works to
prevent the use of identification of CSF
as a form of crisis management, and
leads the manager to view the program
from a variety of perspectives, which are
both tactical and strategic, and which
focus on specific issues such as external
support, performance, and quality.
Therefore, the process itself, while giv-
ing the manager the freedom necessary
to identify all issues critical to program
success, also leads the manager to con-
sider the program from several per-
spectives and provide a balanced view
of the activities required for eventual
success in reaching the goals of the pro-
gram. 

After the initial CSF identification
process is completed, the complete set
of constraints for all the CSF is exam-
ined for collective consistency. If a crit-
ical activity (constraint) required for CSF
No. 1 is in conflict with a constraint
forming part of the basis for CSF No. 2,
then it may not be possible to do both
CSF; and the manager must again ex-
amine the activities he or she has
deemed critical to determine the root
cause factors needed to resolve this con-
flict.

Two activities, both supporting CSF,
cannot remain in conflict if the pro-
gram is expected to be successful. If
the underlying constraints supporting
different CSF are in conflict, the CSF
are necessarily in conflict. This conflict
analysis is an important phase of the
CSF Process Model and is used to de-
termine the criticality and validity of
the CSF. If the conflict cannot be re-
solved, this is an indicator the program
success is at risk or the program goals
need examination. 

By determining and recording all three
types of information—CSF identifica-
tion, constraints, and measures—and
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by making this part of the program of-
fice documentation, the managers will
be able to incorporate the information
needed to support the CSF into their
executive Knowledge Management sys-
tem, and use the information to deter-
mine when a change to a given CSF is
occurring.

The key to understanding the need for
the change is recognizing when docu-
mented constraints underlying a given
CSF are no longer valid. The new or
changed CSF, and its related constraint
information, can then be used as the
foundation for revising the Knowledge
Management information, the strategic
plan, and possibly the organizational
structure, in any way necessary for the
manager to have the best possible in-
formation and implementation strategy
for managing the program and accom-
plishing the CSF.

Once managers have gone through this
process with the interviewer, they should
understand the process well enough to
perform the CSF analysis on their own
without any outside assistance. Since
this is a process and not a list, the man-
ager can apply the process again at a
later time to the same program, or can
apply the same process to another pro-
gram to which he or she is assigned.

When the resultant information is used
in the actual management setting, and
since the linking information between
the CSF and the CSF measures is the set
of constraint data, the stability of the
constraint data will serve
as the key to under-
standing if and when a
given CSF should be re-
evaluated. When it is said
that a CSF may be chang-
ing, the possibility is that
it may change slightly or
that it may go away alto-
gether. The degree of
change is determined by
the extent and effect of
the changes occurring in
the underlying constraint
information. When a
CSF changes, an ex-
tended analysis should

also be done of the changes in all of the
constraint information to determine if
new CSF are surfacing. 

Quantitative Analysis
One desire of many managers is to have
some kind of quantitative analysis. The
CSF Process Model provides that as a
part of the overall analysis. When the
report is complete, the same informa-
tion gathered in the interview and used
to derive the CSF and the measures is
used as input information for a spread-
sheet quantitative risk analysis. Ques-
tions asked during the interview, or data
derived from the interview, are used to
answer 20 questions for this quantita-
tive analysis. Typical questions, among
others, follow:

• Whether the program goals have been
explicitly stated

• Whether a critical path analysis has
been done.

• Whether the CSF are consistent with
each other.

• Whether there is at least one CSF for
each life cycle phase.

• Whether constraints are clearly iden-
tified for each CSF.

• Whether measures have been identi-
fied.

• Whether the data needed for mea-
surement of the CSF are available.

Each question has a weighting factor. A
numerical score is derived for each CSF,
and the final score for each CSF is then
evaluated as LOW, MEDIUM, or HIGH
risk, with respect to the risk of being

able to successfully accomplish that CSF.
The LOW, MEDIUM, or HIGH rating is
assessed based on a range within which
the numerical score falls. By having the
numerical score as well as the LOW,
MEDIUM, or HIGH rating, the manager
can see how close or how far each score
is to the next higher rating. Then an
overall program numerical score is de-
rived, and an overall program LOW,
MEDIUM, or HIGH rating is assessed. 

A significant advantage of this spread-
sheet-based analysis is that each indi-
vidual CSF is evaluated. Therefore, if a
given CSF has a score less than desired,
the manager knows where to concen-
trate his or her attention to achieve suc-
cess. From the spreadsheet information,
the manager understands specifically
why the score is less than desired, and
therefore what must be done to correct
this situation.

Walking a Tightrope
We can make several observations after
having analyzed the application of the
CSF Process Model to several programs.
The first observation has to do with
scope and complexity. Some programs
dealt with a level of complexity that
could almost be considered routine.
Others dealt with issues that are very
significant but which are limited in their
breadth. Alternatively, the issues with
which other cases had to deal are ex-
tremely diverse. The application of state-
of-the-art technology, personnel issues,
political issues, contracting issues, and
budgetary issues were all converging on

these managers. The
program budgets are
very large, the issues are
complex, and yet the
same CSF Process Model
was employed, in the
same way, by all of these
managers. The stability
of the process tran-
scended all of the scope
and diversity issues
found on all of the pro-
grams investigated to
date.

If we examine an indus-
trial environment and
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consider the types of issues that must
be dealt with, and the levels of re-
sponsibilities, there seems to be very
little essential difference between the
issues the managers must respond to
in private industry and those dealt with
by the managers for whom the CSF
Process Model has been used. All of
these managers deal with contracting
issues, suppliers, procurement, tech-
nology application or technology de-
velopment, or both; and they all deal
with budgetary and personnel issues.

Whether a manager is a Chief Execu-
tive Officer (CEO), a Chief Technology
Officer (CTO), or Chief Financial Offi-
cer (CFO); whether he or she is a DoD
Program Manager, a PEO, a dean of a
university, or a bishop managing a large
diocese—all of them will be dealing with
issues that can be evaluated using the
CSF Process Model.

As long as the managers are intelligent
and competent, there is every reason to
expect that application of the CSF
Process Model will produce results for
any manager or group of managers that
would be as successful as those pro-
duced by the managers interviewed so
far. The specific objective of the project
being managed, or the organizational
environment within which the manager
functions, may be different from the sit-
uations of the managers interviewed
thus far; but those are contextual issues
and, as the research done to date shows,
contextual issues do not interfere with
the effectiveness of the application of
the CSF Process Model.

In some cases, the detailed identifica-
tion of the constraints for one or more
CSF may not be clear cut and may re-
quire significant effort to resolve. In
some cases, the issue is identifiable, but
the activities required to successfully ad-
dress the issue are not so obvious. It may
be a need to develop a plan to respond
to some near-term emergency such as a
funding or manpower shortfall. In oth-
ers, it may be a need to decide how crit-
ical technical resources will be allocated
over the life of the program. The impact
of these decisions may involve millions
of dollars.

In these cases, the CSF Process Model
may have to be repeated periodically as
the information needed to address the
issues adequately becomes more defin-
itive. Some of the managers interviewed
to date have had these kinds of issues
to address—some short-term and some
strategic. In industry at large, similar dif-
ficulties also arise when trying to decide
how to respond to a new competitive
threat or how best to restructure a com-
pany or division.

In general, issues that require skill in
strategic thinking are very troublesome
for managers whose strategic thinking
ability is limited. It is also not always
obvious in advance that skill in strate-
gic thinking is needed, or that the skill
is absent, since this skill or lack thereof
is often independent of intelligence.
Some very bright people simply do not
have strategic thinking skills. Sometimes
the lack of ability to think strategically
begins to surface when probing ques-
tions are asked and the response clearly
shows a lack of recognition of the strate-
gic aspect of the question.

In such a case, the manager will often
revert back to what he or she is com-
fortable with and address something pe-
ripheral to the question raised, but
which is more immediate in terms of a
response to the question. This places a
burden on the interviewer not to do the
thinking for the manager, but to per-
haps ask some leading questions to see
how well the implications of what has
been said are understood. In such an
instance, the interviewer is walking a
tightrope to avoid injecting interviewer
bias into the results. The results have to
be the manager’s, not the interviewer’s.
It remains to be shown by further re-
search whether this issue of the ability
to do strategic thinking may be a limit-
ing factor in determining the lowest level
of management to which the CSF
Process Model can be effectively applied.

The larger and more complex a program
is, the more complex are the integration
decisions related to the various critical
elements. By effectively applying the
CSF Process Model, and iterating on this
process at periodic intervals, the pro-

gram manager is able to focus on those
activities of critical importance to pro-
ject success and incorporate the results
into the various elements of the strate-
gic management process. This is par-
ticularly important as we move toward
management of systems of systems and
toward capability-based acquisition.

Should every program manager be en-
couraged to perform a CSF analysis?
From the information gathered thus far,
the primary candidates are those man-
agers of programs with relatively high
technical, business, or organizational
complexities, which may jeopardize
achievement of program goals and ob-
jectives if not managed with consider-
able care and attention. Many of these
programs have a high budget, but that
is not an absolute criteria. 

Managers whose programs are relatively
routine and which can be managed well
using typical everyday management
techniques, may be successful if they
use their normal risk analysis process
and then do a CSF analysis only if some-
thing unusual or threatening surfaces.
Executive managers, such as the PEO,
should perhaps prioritize the programs
on which a CSF analysis is recom-
mended and assure that the managers
for those programs are able to conduct
the analysis effectively. In some cases, it
would be advantageous for both the gov-
ernment program manager and the
prime contractor program manager to
each complete a CSF analysis.

Should all program managers learn how
to perform a CSF analysis? Since con-
ducting an effective CSF analysis re-
quires more than making a list, and pri-
marily requires learning how to think
in a different way, education in the CSF
analysis process and learning how to
think in terms of CSF might be of ben-
efit to all managers. It may broaden their
analytical skills and, should the need
suddenly arise, it will put them in a po-
sition to be able to quickly perform a
CSF analysis.

EEddiittoorr’’ss  NNote: Dobbins welcomes ques-
tions or comments on this article. Con-
tact him at jim.dobbins@dau.mil.
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CALL FOR 
AUTHORS
& REFEREES
Call for Authors

The DAU Press is actively seeking quality
manuscripts on topics related to Defense acqui-
sition. Topics include opinions, lessons-learned,
tutorials, and empirical research.

References must be cited in your bibliography.
Research must include a description of the
model and the methodology used. The final ver-
sion of your manuscript must conform to the
Publication Manual of the American Psychological
Association or the Chicago Manual of Style.

To obtain a copy of ARQ Guidelines for
Authors, visit the DAU Web site (http://www.dau.
mil/pubs/arq/arqart.asp). To inquire about your
manuscript’s potential for publication, call the
DAU Press at (703) 805-3801 or DSN 655-3801;
fax a request to (703) 805-2917, ATTN: DAU

Press (Norene Fagan); or e-mail Norene Fagan  at (norene.fagan-
blanch@dau.mil).

Call for Referees
We need subject-matter experts for peer reviews of manu-

scripts during our blind referee process. Please fax your cre-
dentials to (703) 805-2917, ATTN: ARQ Editor (Norene
Fagan), DAU Press. We will then add you to our referee file. 

Special Call for Research Articles
We publish Defense acquisition research articles that

involve systematic inquiry into significant research questions.
Each article must produce a new or revised theory of interest
to the acquisition community. You must use a reliable, valid
instrument to provide measured outcomes.

Acquisition Review Quarterly is listed in Cabell’s Directory of
Publishing Opportunities in Management and Marketing.

AT T E NT ION

Military Officers
Defense Industry

Government  Executives
University Professors

Graduate Students! 

THIS IS YOUR
OPPORTUNITY TO

CONTRIBUTE TO
ACQUISITION AND

LOGISTICS
EXCELLENCE

AT T E NT ION
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New Version of PM CoP Portal
Now Online!

http://www.pmcop.dau.mil/pmcop/ 

The Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Research,
Development, and Acquisition (Acquisition Re-
form Office), and the Defense Acquisition Uni-

versity (DAU) have updated their recently devel-
oped Program Management Community of Practice
(PM CoP) Web site. In addition to a new user in-
terface, the site features better support for discus-
sion forums, member information for community
collaboration, and new content in the areas of con-
tract management and risk management.

The PM CoP portal and communities are helping
the program manager, the program management
team, and their industry partners perform their jobs
more effectively through knowledge sharing. PMs
now have anywhere, anytime (24/7) program man-
agement support for job performance through a
Web portal. Populated with links to net materials,
lessons learned, questions, best practices, yellow
pages, and chat capability, the goals of the PM CoP
include: knowledge capture and retrieval, collabo-
ration, solution development, new idea generation,
and online mentoring of acquisition workforce per-
sonnel. 

The development and support team consists of ex-
ecutive leaders, an Overarching Integrated Product
Team (IPT), and Working IPTs, which include joint
leadership and membership. Through the partici-
pation of 30+ current and former program man-
agers in February 2001, five key high-priority kick-
off areas were identified in supporting a PM
community :

• Risk Management 
• Contract Management 
• Software Acquisition 

Management 
• Systems Engineering 
• Earned Value Manage-

ment 

Currently, Risk Management, Contract Management,
and Systems Engineering communities are linked
to the portal. A previously developed Total Own-
ership Cost (TOC) community has also been inte-
grated into PM CoP.  Links are also provided to in-
formation sources on various subjects of interest to
the Program Management community, which are
candidates for future communities of practice.

How can the PM CoP benefit you and your pro-
gram? The PM CoP supports program managers
from the ranks of the DoD acquisition, technology,
and logistics workforce and their executive teams
by providing a valuable resource to aid their pro-
gram management efforts in several areas:

• Solving real-world problems and performing
tasks typical of the acquisition workforce.

• Managing requirements.
• Performing political, social, technical,

economic, and programmatic activities.
• Achieving organizational goals more efficiently.

Long-Term Plans
The long-term PM CoP vision calls for community
support for all key acquisition functional areas. Even-
tually, the Navy Acquisition Reform Office and DAU
anticipate that there may be around 40-50 key func-
tional areas. In the coming year the Navy Acquisi-
tion Reform Office, Defense Acquisition University,
Office of the Secretary of Defense, and Defense Con-
tract Management Agency will partner to develop
an Earned Value Management focus area within the
PM CoP.  

What are you waiting for?
Log in now, learn, and
share.  Your knowledge
contributions are what the
community is all about!
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Defense Acquisition University
Graduates, Faculty, and Staff!

T
he name of the Defense Systems
Management College Alumni Association—
DSMCAA—recently changed to recognize
DAU-DSMC organizational realignments and
provide for a broader-based, more inclusive

membership. The new name is the Defense Acquisition
University Alumni Association (DAUAA). The DAUAA
Web site URL and e-mail address have also changed:

Web Site: http://www.dauaa.org.
E-mail: dauaa@erols.com.

The process to change the Constitution and By-laws
will proceed over the next several months.

If you do not yet belong to DAUAA, take advantage
now of the great benefits of membership. As a gradu-
ate of any DAU-DSMC course, you are eligible to join a
select group of acquisition workforce professionals and
receive DAUAA benefits. Your benefits as a DAUAA
member, to name a few, include:
• Addition of DAUAA membership to your résumé. 
• Continuing involvement in defense acquisition activ-

ities and links to other professional organizations.
• Networking with other members of the Defense ac-

quisition community through the Association
membership Web site at http://www.dsmcaa.org.

• Timely updates on evolving Defense acquisition poli-
cies in Association Newsletters.

• Forum on initiating input to Defense acquisition mat-
ters through Newsletter and Symposium papers.

• Continuing Education Units (CEU) for DAUAA Annual
Symposium  participation—up to 2.5 CEUs—toward
meeting DoD continuing education requirements.

• Promoting DAU’s reputation as a world-class acqui-
sition learning center, thereby enhancing value of ed-
ucation and training received.

Join this select group of professionals who are proud of
their achievements as DAU-DSMC graduates, thankful
for the skills and expertise they possess, and ready to
make additional contributions to the security and
progress of our nation.  

Take advantage of this opportunity to help yourself and
others. Call (703) 960-6802 to join DAUAA or com-
plete one of the forms (opposite page). Mail it to the
address shown. To learn more about DAUAA or regis-
ter online using a credit card, visit the DAUAA Web site
at http://www.dauaa.org.
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THE RULES HAVE CHANGED!
You have a new chance to join the DAU Alumni Association!
All course graduates gain full membership status!
The benefits of DAUAA membership have increased. Graduates of all DAU courses are now eligible for
full membership status. Industry and government employees who are not DAU-DSMC graduates are
eligible for associate membership. Take advantage of this opportunity to join DAUAA today!

❑ 1 yr $2500   ❑ 3 yr $6000
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Register Online at: http://www.dauaa.org
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The Defense Acquisition University
Alumni Association (DAUAA) will
hold its 19th Annual Acquisition Sym-

posium, June 17-19, 2002. In keeping
with a tradition started last year, the
DAU, in partnership with the
DAUAA and various corpo-
rate sponsors, will also hold
the second DAUAA Golf
Tournament. 

The Golf Tournament and An-
nual Acquisition Symposium
will be held at Fort Belvoir, Va.,
on the following dates:

June 17
Second Annual DAUAA Golf Tour-
nament: Shotgun Tournament fol-
lowed by Golf Awards Dinner.

June 18
Registration, General Session, Keynote
Address, Industry Displays, Speakers,
Reception/Banquet

June 19
Registration, Industry Displays, Work-
shops, Association Annual Meeting and
Luncheon, Panels

To register for this year’s event
or learn more about planned
symposium events, go to
hhttttpp::////wwwwww..ddaauuaaaa..oorrgg on

the DAUAA Home Page.

TO ATTEND THE DAUAA 19TH ANNUAL
ACQUISITION SYMPOSIUM AND 

GOLF TOURNAMENT
JUNE 17-19, 2002

DEFENSE ACQUISITION UNIVERSITY

SCOTT HALL, FORT BELVOIR, VA.



P M  :  M AY- J U N E  2 0 0 252

Aldridge, Stenbit Publish Clinger-
Cohen Act Compliance Policy

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS

CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE

ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE

GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

DIRECTORS OF DEFENSE AGENCIES

SUBJECT: Clinger-Cohen Act Compliance Policy

The Clinger-Cohen Act (CCA) of 1996 required the Department to appoint a DoD Chief

Information Officer (CIO) and a CIO for each Military Department.The CIO’s primary

responsibility is to oversee investments in information technology (IT) (including National

Security Systems [NSS]) to ensure that the Department’s IT systems are interoperable,

secure, properly justified, and contribute to mission goals. Additional legislative require-

ments for certification of Major Automated Information System (MAIS) compliance with the

CCA and for registration of mission-critical and mission-essential IT systems have been

imposed by recent DoD Authorization and Appropriations Acts.

Compliance with the CCA is required for all IT systems, including those in weapons

and weapons systems programs.The requirement for certification of compliance with the

CCA, as required by DoD Appropriations Acts, is limited to MAIS programs as explained in

DoDI 5000.2. Registration requirements in the DoD Appropriations Acts are for mission-

critical and mission-essential IT systems (including NSS).

The basic requirements of the CCA that relate to the Department’s acquisition process

have been institutionalized in DoD Instruction 5000.2 The purpose of this policy memoran-

dum is to clarify and simplify the requirements for judging compliance with the law.

The requirements of DoD Instruction (DoDI) 5000.2 (paragraphs 4.7.3.1.5 and

4.7.3.2.3.2) regarding CCA compliance are modified as follows:

a. Acquisition documents required by DoDI 5000.2 to support acquisition milestone

decisions shall be used to address CCA requirements.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301



P M  :  M AY- J U N E  2 0 0 2 53

b. The attached table illustrates the program-level documents that may typically be

used to address individual CCA requirements. If those documents include 

specific CCA compliance information, Program Managers shall indicate CCA 

compliance by providing a table that (1) lists the requirements of paragraph 

4.7.3.2.3.2 (subject to applicable exceptions in paragraph c  below), and (2) 

specifically cites the page and paragraph (e.g., Acquisition Strategy, page 32, 

paragraph 4.1) in the program documentation where the requirement is satisfied.

c. The following CCA requirements are presumed to be satisfied for Weapons

Systems with embedded IT and for Command and Control Systems that are not 

themselves IT systems:
CCA Requirement

Compliance Source

(1) Make a determination that the acquisition MNS approval

supports core, priority functions of the

Department(2) Establish outcome-based performance MNS, ORD and APB

measures linked to strategic goals
approval

(3) Redesign the processes that the system Approval of the MNS,

supports to reduce costs, improve
Concept of Operations, AoA

effectiveness and maximize the use of and ORD

COTS technologyd. The requirement for submission of written confirmation required by DoDI 5000.2,

paragraph 4.7.3.2.3.2 shall be satisfied by the Component CIO’s concurrence with 

the Program Manager’s CCA Compliance Table.

e. The requirement to register mission-critical and mission-essential IT systems in 

DoD 5000.2-R, Appendix 7, is amended as follows. For mission-critical and 

mission-essential IT that is an integral part of a weapons system or platform (e.g., 

ship, aircraft or tank), registration will be done at the program level.

f. Issues relative to CCA compliance shall be resolved through the IPT process 

described in section 7, DoD 5000.2-R.
The above changes are effective immediately and will be included in the next update to

the DoD 5000 series regulations.

Editor’s Note: Download the table ref-

erenced in this memorandum from the

Director, Acquisition Initiatives Web site at

http://www.acq.osd.mil/ar/ar.htm#

clingercohenmemo.

John P. Stenbit
Assistant Secretary of Defense for

Command, Control,
Communications & Intelligence

E.C. Aldridge, Jr.Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics
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Gasiorek-Nelson is a contract editor for Program
Manager Magazine. She is employed by SRA Inter-
national, Inc., Arlington Va.

L E A D E R S H I P

DAU Welcomes New Commandant
Wynne Passes DAU Colors to 
Army Col. Ronald Flom 

S Y L W I A  G A S I O R E K - N E L S O N

I
n a Change of Command ceremony
held April 12 at Fort Belvoir, Va.,
Army Col. Ronald Flom assumed
duties as Commandant of the De-
fense Acquisition University. Flom

succeeds Army Col. (P) James Moran
who served as DAU’s Commandant from
April 1, 2001, to April 12, 2002.

Flom comes to the University from De-
fense Contract Agency East, Boston,
Mass., where he served as the Com-
mander from September 1999 to April
2002.

Farewell to DAU Commandant
Guest speaker Michael Wynne, Princi-
pal Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
for Acquisition, Technology and Logis-
tics, began his remarks by acknowl-
edging Moran's spectacular job in lead-
ing the University over the past 12
months.

“What Colonel Moran has led here at
DAU over the past year is nothing less
than the most comprehensive re-engi-
neering of DoD acquisition training since
DSMC was established in 1971,” he said.
“This change is critical to Secretary
Aldridge's goal of revitalizing the qual-
ity and morale of the DoD AT&L work-
force.

“DAU is the one institution,” he con-
tinued, “that touches nearly every mem-
ber of the workforce throughout all
stages of their professional careers. This
is where we revitalize our workforce

while ensuring it has the training it needs
to make smart business decisions and
deliver for our warfighters.”  

Wynne spoke in detail on two new
courses added to DAU's curricula under
Moran's leadership: PMT-401, Program
Manager's Course, and PMT-352, Pro-
gram Management Office Course. He
said that over the past year, the Univer-
sity underwent a complete transforma-
tion in its curriculum, methods of de-
livering training, and in reorganizing its
training sites. In just the past month
alone, he noted, DAU stood up the two
new courses—PMT 401 and PMT 352. 

PMT-401
The Program Manager's Course (PMT-
401), Wynne said, targets senior Level
III-certified acquisition leaders with ex-
tensive acquisition experience. He noted
that it departs from the traditional class-
room and lecture setting and instead
challenges and fully engages students
through an intensive 10-week in-resi-
dence course built along relevant themes
and real-world acquisition case studies.

PMT-352
Concurrently, Wynne added, DAU's Pro-
gram Management Office Course (PMT-
352), designed to provide Level III

Michael Wynne (left), Principal Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technol-

ogy and Logistics, passes the DAU colors to Army Col. Ronald Flom, who becomes DAU's

new Commandant.

Photos by Richard Mattox and Army Sgt. Kevin Moses
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certification for defense acquisition, in-
troduces not only an overhaul of course
content, but a complete rethinking on
how that course material is delivered to
the students. Combining both distance
learning and in-residence training,
Wynne said that this hybrid course takes
advantage of the latest e-learning prac-
tices while ensuring material that lends
itself best to presentation in a classroom
stays in the classroom.

“It is through these two classes and oth-
ers like them, which stood up under
Colonel Moran's leadership, that DAU
is transforming its curriculum,” said
Wynne.

He went on to note that one of Moran's
significant contributions in the execu-
tion of the DAU transformation plan is
the collocation of DAU's training sites,
which he called Moran's “greatest legacy”

as Commandant. On Wednesday, April
10, 2002, he noted, a ribbon cutting
ceremony was held at the new DAU
Mid-Atlantic Region campus at Patux-
ent River, Md. In March, he added, a
similar ceremony was conducted in
Huntsville, Ala., for the DAU South Re-
gion campus; and under construction
now is another site in San Diego, Calif.

Borrowing a phrase from Col. Moran,
Wynne said that DAU, with its new re-
gional scheme, is now “in the foxhole
with its customers,” and is now very
close to the Services’ major systems com-
mands.

“It [regionalization] will pay great divi-
dends for both the University and its
customers,” said Wynne. “It will also
minimize the time our employees will
have to spend traveling to training sites,
time spent away from their families, and
time spent away from their local work-
force; and at the same time, DAU fac-
ulty will be close enough to the program
offices to provide performance support
while maintaining their currency,” he
emphasized.

Remarking on the transformation dur-
ing Moran's tenure, Wynne said that
changes of that magnitude are signifi-
cant and not easy to bring about.

“As [Niccolo] Machiavelli stated, ‘There
is nothing more difficult to manage,
more dubious to accomplish, nor more

“We have changed how we teach,

what we teach, where we’re

located, and who’s in charge—

other than that we haven’t

changed anything.”
—Army Col. (P) James Moran

Former DAU Commandant

From left: Army Col. (P) James Moran, outgoing Commandant; Donna Richbourg, Director,

Acquisition Initiatives, Office of the Secretary of Defense; Wynne; Flom; and Frank J. Ander-

son Jr., DAU President.
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Navy Senior Chief Boatswain James T. Pratt (right), DAU Senior Enlisted
Advisor, presents the DAU colors to Army Col. (P) James Moran for the
last time as Moran prepares to relinquish his command to Flom.

Michael W. Wynne, Principal Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Acqui-
sition, Technology and Logistics), passes the DAU colors to Army Col.
Ronald Flom. Flom became the new Commandant of the Defense
Acquisition University during a Change of Command ceremony at the
Defense Acquisition University on April 12, 2002, at Fort Belvoir, Va. 

Distinguished visitors, from left: Retired Navy Rear Adm. Leonard Vincent,
former DSMC Commandant; Claude Bolton, Assistant Secretary of the
Army for Acquisition, Logistics and Technology and former DSMC Com-
mandant; and Donna Richbourg, Director, Acquisition Initiatives, OSD.

Pratt (right) prepares to post the DAU colors after receiving them from
the new Commandant for the first time.

Photos by Richard Mattox

Moran (left) relinquishes his position as DAU Commandant, by
symbolically passing the DAU colors to Wynne. Flom (right) stands by to
receive the colors. Pratt stands at attention in the background. 

D A U  C H A N G E  
AA P R I LP R I L 11 2 ,  2 0 0 2 ,  2 ,  2 0 0 2 ,  
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Minutes before the ceremony, Army Spc. Normita Davisson adjusts
Moran’s portable microphone.

Moran and wife, Patricia, receive best wishes from distinguished guest
Claude Bolton, Assistant Secretary of the Army for Acquisition, Logistics
and Technology and former DSMC Commandant.

Flom’s wife, Kim, escorted by Navy Cmdr. Scott Holden, departs the cer-
emony.

Patricia Moran (right) receives best wishes from Donna Richbourg, Direc-
tor, Acquisition Initiatives, OSD.

Moran and wife, Patricia.

From left: Family friend, Mike Cassar; Jennifer Flom, daughter; Christine
Flom, daughter; Flom; and wife, Kim. 

O F  C O M M A N D  
FF O R TO R T BB E LE L VV O I RO I R ,  V,  V AA
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think the two of us —together—have
made a great team.”

He also thanked Wynne and Donna
Richbourg, Director, Acquisition Initia-
tives, Office of the Secretary of Defense,
for allowing the University “to make all
the changes needed to be done in the
time frame that we've done it.”

From the New Commandant
Acknowledging that he was honored by
his selection as DAU Commandant,
Flom told those attending the ceremony
that he is pleased to carry on with the
course that Moran set for the future of
the organization. 

“These are changing times in the trans-
formation of DoD, the transformation
of acquisition, and the transformation
of DAU—and I'm happy to be part of
that,” Flom said. 

Underscoring the importance of train-
ing, Flom said that he's been a product
of defense acquisition training for the
past 20 years or so, and that over the
years he has been associated with many
DAU customers. In fact, he acknowl-
edged, the job that he just left involved
association or interaction with about
6,000 defense acquisition professionals
spread out among 31 commands and
650 sites in the eastern half of the United
States.

“I understand what the challenges are
in training the 140,000-member De-
fense acquisition workforce,” he said.

Noting that DAU is not only an acad-
emic institution, but also a business,
Flom said, “We deliver products to our
customers whether that product would
be training, total learning solutions,
research, curriculum development, or
performance support.

“Colonel Moran has done an absolutely
outstanding job—his are a large pair
of shoes for me to fill. I'll do my best
to continue the journey and to get us
to the end of it,” he added.

Addressing the DAU family, Flom em-
phasized that DAU is a great place to

tinued energy and direction to the Uni-
versity,” Wynne told the audience.

“It is truly an exiting time to be at DAU;
you have a critical mission to perform,
you have great leadership, and a tremen-
dous opportunity to positively impact
the acquisition workforce. To both
Colonel Moran and Colonel Flom, I
wish you both the best of luck with your
new assignments,” he said.

Concluding his remarks, Wynne pre-
sented Moran with the Defense Merito-
rious Service Medal for his superb
leadership and direction as DAU’s Com-
mandant and Dean of the Defense Sys-
tems Management College-School of
Program Managers. 

It Takes a Team
In his last address as DAU Comman-
dant, Moran told those assembled, “It
takes a team effort—and we have a great
team at DAU.”

Moran also stated that no organization
has undertaken, in such a short period
of time, the amount of transformation
that has happened at DAU with the
standing up of the new campuses, cur-
riculum redesign, changing of the lead-
ership, and both how and what DAU
teach.

“We have changed how we teach, what
we teach, where we're located, and who's
in charge,” said Moran. Smiling, he
added, “Other than that we haven't
changed anything.”

Moran also noted that being able to
achieve such transformation in only 12
months is certainly a testament to the
dedication and professionalism of the
members of the DAU workforce.

“I think I've been honored and blessed
to be here. I know the challenge is hard
and we certainly have moved quickly. I
want to thank all of you for all the hard
work you have done and for being team
players about it,” Moran said. 

Expressing gratitude to Anderson,
Moran said, “I've been blessed and hon-
ored to have been your teammate. I

doubtful of success than to initiate a new
order of things,’” Wynne said. 

“It's been Colonel Moran's energy, com-
mitment, and leadership that have been
instrumental in bringing about this
tremendous transformation in acquisi-
tion training,” he added.

An Exciting Time to be at DAU
“We have selected another strong leader
who, together with DAU President
Frank Anderson Jr., will provide con-

“These are

changing times in

the transformation

of DoD, the

transformation of

acquisition, and

the transformation

of DAU—and I'm

happy to be part 

of that.”
—Army Col. Ronald Flom 

DAU Commandant
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“DAU is the one

institution, which

touches nearly

every member of

the workforce

throughout all

stages of their

professional

careers. This is

where we

revitalize our

workforce while

ensuring it has the

training it needs to

make smart

business decisions

and deliver for our

warfighters.”
—Michael Wynne

PDUSD(AT&L)

Colonel Ronald C.
Flom became the
Commandant, De-

fense Acquisition Uni-
versity, on April 12,
2002. Prior to assum-
ing his current duties,
Flom served as the
Commander, Defense
Contract Management
Agency East, Boston,
Mass., from September
1999 to April 2002; and as Com-
mander, Defense Contract Man-
agement Command, Baltimore,
Md.

Flom was commissioned a sec-
ond lieutenant in 1974 upon grad-
uation from the University of North
Dakota with a Bachelor of Arts de-
gree in Political Science. He also
holds a Master of Science degree in
Contracting and Acquisition Man-
agement from the Florida Institute
of Technology, and a Master of Sci-
ence degree in National Resources
Strategy from the National Defense
University. He is a graduate of the
Industrial College of the Armed
Forces, the Defense Acquisition
University Senior Acquisition
Course, the U.S. Army Command
and General Staff College, and the
Defense Systems Management Col-
lege.

Flom served in command and
staff positions in combat service
support units in Korea and at Fort
Campbell, Ky. He was assigned to

the Program Manager,
M1 Abrams Tank Sys-
tems as the Operations
Officer, and later as
Chief, Production Sup-
port Branch, Lima
Army Tank Plant, Lima,
Ohio. After attending
the Program Manage-
ment Course at the De-
fense Systems Manage-
ment College, he was

assigned to U.S. Forces Korea as the
Chief, Small Purchase Branch, and
subsequently as Chief, Contracting
Division, U.S. Army Korea Con-
tracting Agency. Flom served two
tours of duty with the U.S. Total
Army Personnel Command as Ma-
jors Assignment Officer in the
Quartermaster Branch, and then as
Chief, Military Acquisition Man-
agement Branch. He is a Joint Spe-
cialty Officer (JSO) and has served
three joint tours with the Defense
Logistics Agency.

Flom’s awards and decorations
include the Defense Superior Ser-
vice Medal, the Defense Meritori-
ous Service Medal with oak leaf
cluster, the Meritorious Service
Medal with four oak leaf clusters,
and the Army Commendation
Medal with oak leaf cluster. He is
also authorized to wear the Air As-
sault Badge.

He and his wife, the former Kim,
Kil Sun of Mokpo, Korea, have two
daughters.

work. “Keeping this a great place and
making this a place that people want
to come to, not only to work but to get
educated, is a top goal of mine,” he
said.

Recognizing his wife Kim and his two
daughters, Jennifer and Christine, Flom
expressed appreciation for all they had
to put up with over the years when he

was off doing things for the Army and
Department of Defense.

“I'm looking forward to the challenge,”
Flom concluded. “I can't think of a bet-
ter place to be today—in this time of
transformation in DoD—and I'm very
happy and fortunate to be able to be a
part of it.”

COL. RONALD C. FLOM, USA
Commandant, Defense Acquisition University
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Mannix is Project Director for the Precision Guided Mortar Munition at the PM Mortars, PEO Ammunition, Picatinny Arsenal, N.J. He holds a
Bachelor’s of Science in Mechanical Engineering and has served the U.S. Army Armament Research, Development and Engineering Center
(ARDEC), U.S. Army Simulation, Training and Instrumentation Command (STRICOM), and Headquarters Department of the Army (HQDA) Staff.

T E C H N O L O G Y  I N S E R T I O N

The Value of 
Science and Technology

Beyond Full-Scale Production and Deployment
G R E G  M A N N I X

T
hroughout history, technology
advances have long proven to be
a cornerstone of combat superi-
ority. Likewise, advanced tech-
nology and equipment have

proven their worth throughout DoD as
decisive force multipliers in fighting and
winning the nation's wars and conflicts. 

Consider the advent of the automatic
rifle, precision guided weapons, as well
as modern aviation—each earned a
unique place in military history, and
each relied on leaders willing to reap the
benefits of state-of-the-art technology
while accepting the risk of venturing
down new paths.

The defense acquisition process has tra-
ditionally viewed Science and Technol-
ogy (S&T) activities to be a forerunner
throughout early programmatic phases
(i.e., concept exploration, program de-
finition and risk reduction, engineering
and manufacturing development), but
marked by sharp withdrawal upon en-
tering full-scale production.

Today's rapidly growing technologies
seemingly emerge at a rate far exceed-
ing typical weapon system life cycles,
thereby exacerbating the potential for
lost or severely delayed opportunities
for increased performance, force effec-
tiveness, and ultimate combat superi-
ority. Yet, these same opportunities are
increasingly embraced by those who
would harm our nation in the form of
increasingly emerging asymmetrical
threats. 

S&T Throughout the Life Cycle
Leveraging of Science and Technology
throughout the system's life cycle, be-
yond deployment, has traditionally oc-
curred out of necessity. Improvements
to platforms such as the B-52 Bomber,
M113 Armored Personnel Carrier, and
F/A-18 have centered on the need to
maintain these platforms as viable and
effective against modern threats, even
though they are well beyond their orig-
inally intended life cycle.

The benefits of planning and imple-
menting S&T activities throughout the

life cycle, with increased em-
phasis on post full-scale pro-
duction and deployment,
will certainly improve our
ability to transition en-
abling technologies to
specific military systems
at a much increased rate
and depth. Conversely,
it would be disadvanta-
geous to reach into S&T
only upon realization that
a deployed system's capa-
bility has degraded or is chal-
lenged by a new threat.

The Acquisition Model
Today's acquisition process (Figure 1),
established by a revised DoDD 5000.1
on Jan. 4, 2001, depicts the appli-
cation of “Technology Opportu-
nities and User Needs” through-
out Concept and Technology
Development and System De-
velopment and Demonstra-
tion,  concluding at the Mile-
stone C (MSC) production
decision.

Fully realizing the benefits
of emerging and advanced
technologies throughout a
given system's life cycle will
require planning and im-
plementing S&T activities
beyond MSC. Such an ap-
proach is illustrated in Figure
2.

Milestone C 

Production & 
Deployment 

Concept & Technology 
Development 

Operations &
Support

System Development
& Demonstration

Technology Opportunities & User Needs 

• Process entry at Milestone A,B, or C (or 
within phases) 

• Program outyear funding when it 
makes sense, but no later than 
Milestone B (unless entering at C) 

FIGURE 1. The 5000 Model
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This methodology may be
viewed as a defense system
specific path to achieving
“Continuous Quality Im-
provement”—a customer-fo-
cused means of pursuing
dramatic changes over time,
identified by Michael Bras-
sard and Diane Ritter in The
Memory Jogger.

Acquisition pro-
grams struc-

tured in this
manner are readily

supported by a host of
practical defense program

management tools highly en-
couraged in today's acquisition
environment of innovation. Note-
worthy Evolutionary Acquisition
strategies that recognize time-
phased requirements, rapid ini-

tial military capability deployment,
subsequent development, and block
upgrades will surely rely heavily upon
S&T beyond Initial Operational Capa-
bility.

Program Management Tools
EVOLUTIONARY ACQUISITION,
BLOCK UPGRADES, AND OPEN

SYSTEM DESIGN

The Deputy Secretary of Defense has
identified Evolutionary Acquisition as
“the preferred approach to satisfying op-
erational needs” in his introduction to
DoDD 5000.1, Jan. 4, 2001.

Legacy Systems and Traditional
Acquisitions
The continued effectiveness and supe-
riority of legacy systems cannot be un-
derestimated. These systems and ongo-
ing traditional developments may
certainly benefit from advanced tech-
nology well into the system's  life cycle. 

Pre-Planned Product Improvement (P3I)
and Modernization Programs have
proven to be successful techniques in
translating current technology to such

systems. A variety of techniques are
available to identify appropriate tech-
nology for P3I/Modernization Programs.
A pivotal first step may entail laboratory
or field demonstration in assessing tech-
nology readiness levels and establishing
P3I/Modernization Programs for de-
ployed systems. 

Technology Transition
Mechanisms
The Joint Warfighting S&T Plan offers
specific processes to promote the tran-
sition of innovative concepts and supe-
rior technology to the user. Foremost,
this plan recommends the pursuit of
Advanced Technology Demonstrators
(ATD), Advanced Concept Technology
Demonstrators (ACTD), and Experi-
ments to bring technology to applica-
tion. These methods make transition ef-
forts visible and often require a level of
commitment among  PMs, government
laboratories, and contractor teams.

Novel and less formal transition meth-
ods may also bear fruit. Informal efforts
may be more liberally structured in pur-
suit of technologies offering significant

This acquisition management approach
had been studied by the Australian De-
fence Organisation for procurement of
complex systems, as reported by Derek
E. Henderson and Andrew P. Gabb, in
their March 1997 article, “Using Evo-
lutionary Acquisition for Procurement
of Complex Systems.”

The U.S and Australian Evolutionary
Acquisition approaches share a com-
mon vision based on time-phased re-
quirements and block upgrades, with a

reliance on open system designs. No-
tably, DoDD 5000.2R requires that pro-
gram managers (PM) use an open sys-
tems approach to: 

• Adapt to evolving requirements and
threats.

• Accelerate transition from science and
technology into acquisition and de-
ployment.

• Maintain continued access to cutting-
edge technologies and products.

Critical to the open systems design ap-
proach is the use of modular design and
standards-based architectures accom-
panied by well defined interfaces. To fa-
cilitate technology insertion and evolu-
tionary upgrade throughout the total
system's life cycle, Michael Hanratty,
Robert Lightsey, and Arvid Larson, in
their January 1999 article, “Open Sys-
tems and the Systems Engineering
Process,” identified key tenets of open
system design processes. As open sys-
tem designs reach the warfighter, the vi-
tality of S&T beyond full-scale produc-
tion will be increasingly obvious as Block
1 hardware reaches obsolescence. 

DoD’s leveraging of Science and

Technology throughout a system's life

cycle, beyond deployment, has

traditionally occurred out of necessity.
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performance gains at the subsystem or
component level. Laboratory demon-
strations and user/field demonstrations
outside the formal ATD/ACTD structure
often become inflection points, spawn-
ing product improvement programs and
system upgrades.

Logisticians and life cycle support con-
tractors often grasp technology im-
provements out of sheer necessity in
maintaining deployed systems where
system or product components/materi-
als are no longer available for resupply.
Interaction with users and logisticians
provides invaluable insight to potential
technology gaps and corresponding
technology transition points for de-
ployed weapon systems.

Realizing the Benefits of S&T
Exploiting S&T beyond full-rate pro-
duction and deployment has consis-
tently proven invaluable to providing
our military forces superior defense ma-
teriel. Project managers may realize the
total benefits of S&T beyond full-scale
production and deployment by plan-
ning for S&T throughout the system's
life cycle and embracing management
techniques centered on evolutionary ac-
quisition, block upgrades, open systems
designs, P3I and Modification Programs,
coupled with formal and informal tech-
nology transition methods. 

EEddiittoorr''ss  NNoottee::  The author welcomes
questions or comments on this article.
Contact him at gmannix@pica.army.mil.

HORIZONTAL TECHNOLOGY INSERTION

Ammunition provides unique opportunities for Horizontal Technology In-
sertion because it continues to be reprocured throughout its life cycle,
long past its initial deployment. PM Mortars, which has the advantage of

managing an extensive ammunition family, leverages its high-volume repro-
curement program to accomplish evolutionary product improvements to
mortar ammunition.

One recent ammunition upgrade, which significantly applied S&T to
Full-Scale Production, was the 60mm High Explosive (HE) Insensitive Muni-
tions Program. This program qualified a new, developmental, insensitive
explosive (named PAX-21 after the Picatinny Arsenal site where it was
developed), to replace highly sensitive Composition B, resulting in significant
improvements in performance on DoD Insensitive Munitions standards. The
new M720A1 60mm HE round, which also incorporated a more lethal
high-fragmentation shell body and an updated version of the electronic
multi-option fuze M734A1, was type-classified in November 2001, and en-
tered production immediately.

Patricia L. Felth 
Deputy Product Manager

Milestone C 

Production & 
Deployment 

Concept & Technology 
Development 

Operations &
Support

System Development
& Demonstration

Technology Opportunities & User Needs 

FIGURE 2. S&T Activities Beyond Milestone C

GAO REPORT
RELEASED

Acquisition Workforce:
Department of Defense’s 

Plans to Address
Workforce Size and 

Structure Challenges

The General Accounting
Office (GAO), the inves-
tigative arm of Congress,

has reported to Armed Ser-
vices Committees of the Sen-
ate and House of Representa-
tives that DoD has made
progress laying a foundation
for reshaping its acquisition
workforce. 

The report (GAO-02-630),
dated April 2002, specifically
examines the reported status
of DoD’s efforts to respond to
recommendations made by
the Acquisition 2005 Task
Force. The Task Force made
a series of recommendations
to DoD in October 2000, and
on March 1, 2002, in response
to a mandate in the National
Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2002, DoD re-
ported on its plans to imple-
ment recommendations made
by the Task Force. 

According to the GAO Report,
DoD views implementation of
many of the recommendations
as long-term efforts with spe-
cific outcomes taking years to
achieve. 

Read the entire GAO report
from the GAO Web site at
http://www.gao.gov. To view
the Acquisition 2005 Task
Force Report, go to http://
www.acq.osd.mil/yourfuture/
story.htm#reports. 
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Arrange for an Offering of DAU’s New:

LEARNING OBJECTIVES
• Learn and apply team building processes to

develop and maintain effective teams
• Learn the roles of the project team leader and

the skills needed to successfully perform these
roles

• Evaluate individual leadership and team
building strengths and development needs
using a variety of feedback instruments.

COURSE LENGTH 
AND TOPICS
This one-week course will cover leadership,
team building, team problem solving and de-
cision making, team conflict resolution,
setting team goals, empowerment and
coaching, and leading change.  The
course will be taught using lecture/dis-
cussion, case studies, team exercises,
and individual feedback instruments.

Leading Project Teams Course

TARGET AUDIENCE
Acquisition workforce members with functional
expertise but little team building or leadership
experience.

PREREQUISITES
Completion of ACQ 101 is required and ACQ
201 is desired.

COURSE OFFERINGS
This course is offered on a fee-for-service basis
with the date and location negotiated with the
sponsor.  The course can also be tailored to bet-
ter meet the needs of the sponsoring

organization.

CALL NOW!
Call the DAU Program Management
and Leadership Department at 703-
805-3424 or E-mail owen.gadeken@

dau.mil to set up a course offering.



Keeping JSF on Track is Top
Priority for Test Force

L E I G H  A N N E  B I E R S T I N E

EDWARDS AIR FORCE
BASE, Calif. (April 1,
2002)—The first Joint

Strike Fighter [JSF] demon-
stration aircraft is still more
than three years from touching
down here, but test experts
planning for the arrival say it
is just around the corner. 

The JSF Integrated Test Force
is a mere five months into the
10-year system development
and demonstration program,
with the first test aircraft ex-
pected to arrive in October
2005. 

Plans call for five Air Force JSF
variants to be based here for
developmental testing, along
with three transient aircraft
from Naval Air Station Patux-
ent River, Md. Both the Air
Force and the Navy will con-
duct testing on all of the JSF
variants, including the Air
Force, Navy, and Marine ver-
sions and the United Kingdom's version. An addi-
tional 18 aircraft are expected to arrive once the pro-
gram moves into operational testing in 2010. 

Defense officials from the United Kingdom [U.K.]
have recently decided to conduct operational tests
of the U.K. version of the JSF, said Joe Dowden, Di-
rector of the JSF Integrated Test Force. Initial plans
call for two U.K. aircraft and support crews to be
based here during the later portion of the demon-
stration program.

Dowden said the test force is already picking up the
pace. 

“Keeping the test program on track at this early stage
is a top priority,” Dowden said. “We want to field
these aircraft as quickly as possible to replace aging
aircraft in the Air Force as well as in the Navy and
Marine inventories,” he said. 

The JSF test program is unique in that three differ-
ent versions of the same aircraft will be tested using
the one integrated test plan, said Mark Crawford,
Chief Engineer for JSF. This means the test force is
working closely with an expanded group of test part-
ners from around the world.

IMMEDIATE RELEASE April 1, 2002

Joe Dowden (right), Director of the Joint Strike Fighter Integrated Test Force at Ed-

wards Air Force Base, Calif., and Mark Crawford, JSF Chief Engineer, use a model

of the fighter to demonstrate steps they are taking to keep its development on

track. The Edwards test force is working with counterparts from the Navy and the

United Kingdom to build one integrated test plan that will be responsible for evalu-

ating three different versions of the fighter aircraft. Photo by Carlos Rolon



Crawford points out that such an arrangement pre-
sents more of a communications challenge for the
test force; however, he said that having one plan is
still more efficient for the Air Force than conduct-
ing three separate test programs.

“The military services have traditionally built unique
aircraft to fulfill their different missions,” he said.
“By building and testing common aircraft and sys-
tems, we can gain a significant economy in terms of
the size of the test team, effort, and overall cost. You
will see more people here than for a single aircraft
test program, but many less than you would for three
separate programs.”

Dowden and Crawford agree that coordinating with
testers throughout the Department of Defense and
the world to develop the JSF makes early planning
a must. One challenge for the test force is to plan
ahead for any potential security issues that may arise
when foreign nationals begin arriving here to assist
with JSF testing. Dowden expects five to 10 U.K.
testers to be based [at Edwards] for developmental
testing with a potential buildup of 40 to 70 U.K. per-
sonnel supporting operational tests.

“It's important that we work to gain clarification on
our heightened security policies, so that we can in-
tegrate the U.K. experts into our workforce,” Dow-
den said.

Nearly 20 engineers from Edwards are working
alongside software and hardware designers at Lock-
heed Martin in Fort Worth, Texas, to design the
fighter's flight controls, avionics, and weapon sys-
tems. Many of these subsystems will be evaluated in

various stages of integration before they are incor-
porated into the aircraft.

“It is much easier and cheaper to fix problems if you
can find them in the early stages of development,”
Crawford said. “Working on these subsystems now
makes us better testers downstream, because we will
better understand the system once it arrives at Ed-
wards.” 

Crawford said that having developmental testers in-
volved from the start will help save the JSF program
money down the road.

“If you've got 20, 30, or 500 aircraft rolling off the
line and you start finding problems, it costs a lot of
money to go back and fix those systems,” he said.
“If you can come up with those fixes before you pro-
duce an aircraft, you save a lot of money over the
life cycle of the aircraft.”

The test force is bringing in a cadre of engineers and
logistics experts to support the test planning effort.
By the end of the demonstration program, the JSF
test force here is expected to grow to more than 1,000
people. 

“It seems like we have a lot of time before our first
flight, but with so many people coming together to
build one integrated plan, we have to start early,”
Crawford said. “Three years and eight months is
going to fly by.” 

EEddiittoorr''ss  NNoottee::  Bierstine works in the Public Affairs
Office at the Air Force Flight Test Center, Edwards
AFB, Calif. This information is in the public domain
at http://www.af.mil/news/Apr2002/.
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Performing Radar Cross Section

Measurements for Test Target Ve-

hicle-3, Navy Theater Wide Pro-

gram, Pt. Mugu, Calif., June 1998.
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Gutierrez is a professional engineer and is currently assigned as the Sea Based Mid-Course (SBMC) Mission Manager, Space and Missile Defense Command,
Huntsville, Ala.

T E S T  A N D  E V A L U A T I O N  

Commercial or Non-Developmental
Item Acquisition Strategy 

A Look at Benefits vs. Risks
P A U L  D .  G U T I E R R E Z

T
hroughout the Department of
Defense (DoD), Operations and
Support costs are rising, with
fewer and fewer dollars available
for research, test and evaluation,

and procurement of new systems. To
save scarce resources and minimize the
dollars spent on seemingly unnecessary
test and evaluation, DoD is increasingly
turning to three categories of procure-
ment for needed products, services, and
systems: Commercial Item (CI), Non-
Developmental Item (NDI), and Com-
mercial Off-the-Shelf (COTS). This ar-
ticle examines the wisdom of that
strategy and its ramifications.

First, let's examine exactly what the three
categories represent to the prospective
government buyer.

CI
On June 26, 2000, the Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense (OSD) defined a Com-
mercial Item in their report, Commer-
cial Item Acquisition: Considerations and
Lessons Learned, as one customarily used
for non-government purposes that has
been or will be sold, leased, or licensed
(or offered for sale, lease, or license) to
the general public. An item that includes
modifications customarily available in
the commercial marketplace or minor
modifications made to meet Federal
Government requirements is still a Com-
mercial Item.

In addition, services such as installation,
maintenance, repair, and training that
are procured for support of an item, as
described here, are considered Com-

mercial Items if they are offered to the
public under similar terms and condi-
tions or sold competitively in substan-
tial quantities based on established cat-
alog or market prices.

NDI
A Non-Developmental Item is any pre-
viously developed item of supply used
exclusively for government purposes by
a Federal Agency, a state or local gov-
ernment, or a foreign government with
which the United States has a mutual
defense cooperation agreement; and any
item described here that requires only
minor modifications or modifications
of the type customarily available in the
commercial marketplace in order to
meet the requirements of the process-
ing department or agency.

COTS
In the same June 2000 report, OSD de-
fined a COTS item as one that is sold,
leased, or licensed to the general pub-

lic; offered by a vendor trying to profit
from it; supported and evolved by the
vendor who retains the intellectual prop-
erty rights; available in multiple, iden-
tical copies; and used without modifi-
cation of the internals. 

Why the Shift to CI,
NDI, and COTS?
With fewer dollars available for research,
test and evaluation, and procurement of
new systems, an important advantage of
many CI and NDI acquisitions is the re-
duced acquisition cycle time. This re-
duction results primarily from decreased
design and engineering time, but is par-
tially achieved through decreased testing
requirements—a situation made possible
only because of previous testing and gen-
eral acceptance of the product in the com-
mercial marketplace or in a previous mil-
itary application.

The general guidance for CI and NDI
acquisitions is to conduct testing only

Photo by Michael Emire
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when existing data (contractor or other)
is insufficient. Likewise, Developmen-
tal Test and Evaluation—which is Test
and Evaluation conducted throughout
the life cycle to identify potential oper-
ational and technological capabilities
and limitations—is conducted only if
specific information that cannot be sat-
isfied by existing data is needed. 

Involve the Experts Early
Important to the health of any program
or project is obtaining assistance from
the developmental testing experts—early
in the life cycle. Early participation by
each Service's independent Operational
Test Agency is equally important. To-
gether, these testers can verify existing
test data and plan for additional tests if
required. Since the product is already
developed, most testing of CIs is Oper-
ational Test and Evaluation, which in-
volves the field test, under realistic con-
ditions, of any item (or key component)
of weapons, equipment, systems, or mu-
nitions for the purpose of determining
its effectiveness and suitability. 

Counting the Cost
While most technology decision mak-
ers hail DoD's move toward using COTS
components in advanced weapon sys-
tems, a wary and experienced minority
in the defense community is warning
that using commercial products can be
expensive and inefficient. The acquisi-
tion cost savings are not being realized
to the extent anticipated because of
many factors not included when the
product was procured.

Early Warning
In September 1997, the Department of
Defense Office of the Inspector General
(DoDIG) issued Audit Report No. 97-
219, “Lessons Learned from Acquisi-
tions of Modified Commercial Items and
Non-Developmental Items.” Detailing
lessons learned from the acquisition of
modified CIs and NDIs, the report went
on to cite 37 DoD programs that ac-
quired modified CIs and NDIs in an-
ticipation of substantial cost savings.

Also in the report, the DoDIG noted that
to remain competitive, commercial sup-
pliers often retained proprietary rights

to technical data that affect or describe
product performance, quality, and lo-
gistical support. Program Offices were
attempting to side-step testing in order
to save funds, but subsequently dis-
covered that they had to go back and
test the items anyway.

Ultimately, the Program Management
Offices (PMO) found that they could
not avoid component and integration
testing just because the item was com-
mercial. In fact, in cases where PMOs
elected to procure CIs, such items now
raised eyebrows and the users wanted
more testing because the items were
being used by the military in environ-
ments for which the commercial pro-
ducers had not intended.

Invariably, we in the test community have
found that contractors, vendors, and sup-
pliers have in fact done very little test-
ing of such items. For purposes of this
article, a contractor is a company or in-
stitution that is under contract to the
government and from whom a program
manager expects to receive a delivered
system as specified in a contract. 

A contractor may also be a vendor. A
vendor is a commercial enterprise whose
purpose in producing a product is to
offer it for sale in the marketplace, and
not in response to specific program
needs. The vendor may also be a con-
tractor or subcontractor who is under
contract to modify a CI in response to
unique program requirements. 

COTS Solutions Not Always the
Best Solutions
Let me recount a partial list of problems
encountered by NASA's Jet Propulsion
Lab, as documented by Advanced Pro-
gram Management Course student Wil-
son Dizard III, in his September 2001
“COTS Skeptics Cite Risks in Com-
mercial Software.” 

NASA purchased COTS items as a quick
and inexpensive design solution, but
their experience has shown that com-
mercial vendors do not bend to the de-
mands of their military customers. From
their experiences emerged the follow-
ing misconceptions about COTS and
COTS vendors—misconceptions that
those responsible for procurement may
be harboring to their detriment:

• COTS package solutions are less risky.
• Buying and Modifying a COTS pack-

age is faster than developing a new
item, system, or technology. 

• A COTS package is already available
for my application.

• A COTS package will work because
copies abound in other organizations.

• The vendor will keep the COTS pack-
age current.

• Vendor literature is always factual and
true. 

NASA eventually found that they were
buying “black boxes” with little infor-
mation. Lesson Learned: Not all, but
definitely some COTS packages are ques-
tionable and can create problems for
one or more of the following reasons:

• Vendors overcommit themselves.
• Vendors don't supply all services.
• The software may not meet the re-

quirements.
• The software may not be easy to mod-

ify.

While most technology
decision makers hail
DoD's move toward

using Commercial Off-
the-Shelf (COTS)

components in advanced
weapon systems, a wary

and experienced
minority in the defense
community is warning

that using the
commercial products
can be expensive and

inefficient.
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• The purchaser has very little control
over vendor quality and schedule.

Because of these five discrepancies, the
PMO organization may have to change
to accommodate the COTS package.
NASA experienced increased support
costs for modifications that were as high
as 20 percent of the cost of the modifi-
cation per year. 

CIs/NDIs Also Not Without
Problems
CIs and NDIs are also fraught with po-
tential problems for PMs. While they
are encouraged to purchase CIs and
NDIs in today’s acquisition environment
of streamlining and Milspec Reform,
PMs may not fully realize that much test-
ing remains to be done prior to any pro-
posed military application. 

Early qualification testing will probably
be required in the operational and main-
tenance environment. Pre-production
qualification testing will be required if
early qualification testing leads to mod-
ification of the original item. Ideally, PMs
should perform market research prior
to purchasing, and put the item in users'
hands early to determine if the users can
work with the items in their operational
environments.

COTS Testing Without Full
Disclosure 
How do we test COTS if the vendor does
not release information? It's true we can
buy a COTS package more quickly than
developing it, but we may not get all the
literature with the package. The COTS
package is difficult to modify. If it's not
“plug and play,” the PMO may wind up
spending huge sums to test the pack-
age and ultimately get it to work.

Cases are known, where small vendors
might not support revisions that are even
four releases old. DoD must then keep
purchasing upgrades and retesting. The
result: our configuration becomes un-
stable. Trapped by contradictory con-
ditions, a Catch-22 situation is the likely
result as the PMO starts spending more
money in an attempt to keep up with
all the releases. The user becomes un-
happy if the COTS is not tested, we find

interface problems, and it is difficult if
not impossible to modify the items.

To be effective, the PMO must choose
the correct standards and the correct
components. Can the PMO later change
from one vendor's components to a sec-
ond vendor's components? Perhaps the
interfaces could be incorrect, rendering
it impossible to make such a change.
And if we do change, it could be very
costly as well as time consuming to the
program.

The pitfalls that beset COTS may also
hold true for CIs and NDIs. The bottom
line is that PMs must continue to test
CIs and NDIs, even though they are
commercial items. The big push is to
accept the items “as is” and avoid test-
ing them, but we now have DoDIG and
NASA reports highlighting the fact that
CIs may require extensive testing.

Let's Not Forget Developmental
Test and Evaluation
The use of CI, COTS, and NDI acqui-
sitions was intended to reap huge sav-
ings for the government; however, the
PMOs cannot afford to forget another
important aspect of such acquisition—
Developmental Test and Evaluation. The
use of CIs frequently meant embracing
commercial business practices that are
embedded in the CI. As a result, the
vendor may not have full knowledge of
how the item works. The concept of op-
eration; interface and data standards; ar-

chitecture and design; and the charac-
teristics of form, fit, and function—all
can generate additional problems. 

Equally important are the vendor's busi-
ness practices and strategies in areas
such as development, maintenance, dis-
tribution updates, and availability of
spare parts. To maximize the item's ef-
fectiveness in meeting program needs,
many DoD requirements must be ad-
justed to accommodate both the ven-
dor's anticipated uses of the CI and the
vendor's business practices.

To summarize the points I make in this
article, let me provide a few test and
evaluation recommendations that I hope
would merit any PM's earnest consid-
eration:

• Buying organizations should thor-
oughly analyze known deficiencies of
commercial equipment, NDI, and
COTS before purchasing the items.

• PMOs should plan the conduct of op-
erational testing as early as possible.
This will identify problems early and
allow resolution as soon as possible.

• PMOs have to recognize that test and
evaluation of commercial components
is important when commercial sup-
pliers are modifying a commercial sys-
tem. Vendors do not test their items
in military environments. 

• Buying organizations should develop
a sensible test program using previ-
ous manufacturing and government
test results. 

• PMOs should tailor their testing to
address program risk areas. 

• Test organizations should maintain
on-site representation during test ex-
ecution to ensure test requirements
are met and the test results are un-
derstood. PMs cannot totally avoid
testing just because they have pur-
chased CI for military use. 

• PMs can still realize cost savings using
CIs if they use common sense about
testing the items. 

The use of CIs 
frequently meant

embracing commercial
business practices that
are embedded in the CI.
As a result, the vendor

may not have full
knowledge of how the

item works.

EEddiittoorr''ss  NNoottee:: The author welcomes
questions or comments on this article.
Contact him at paul.gutierrez@smdc.
army.mil.



Procurement Chief Seeks “Best
Product at the Best Price”

G E R R Y  J .  G I L M O R E

WASHINGTON, March 26, 2002—The Defense
Department is adopting the latest technology
and private-sector business practices to provide

U.S. troops with “the best product at the best price,”
DoD's senior procurement officer said March 8. 

Deidre A. Lee, Director of Defense Procurement,
said ongoing modernization of DoD's contracting and
procurement systems has the dual benefit of enhanc-
ing national security and saving taxpayer dollars. Lee
is responsible for the implementation of procurement
and contracting policies involving more than $130 bil-
lion of annual business. 

As an example of change, Lee said DoD once used
an inefficient, slow, and costly drug warehousing sys-
tem. To transform the way DoD conducts its pharma-
ceutical business, she said, defense officials looked to
private-sector practices. 

“Defense Logistics Agency stepped back and said,
‘OK, how does the commercial entity do this?’ How do
hospitals and doctors around this country manage this
supply?” Lee said. 

DoD now buys pharmaceuticals and shipping ser-
vice on a “just in time” basis so customers get what they
need when they need it, she explained. That means no
stockpiling and no overhead needed to maintain ware-
houses. 

“We're still buying,” Lee noted, “but we're buying
more of a service. That quicker delivery of product, of
course, generally results in a lower price, and certainly,
a more modernized process.” 

This way, Lee said, warfighters and other DoD cus-
tomers “get pharmaceuticals that are well-managed, the
latest, properly shipped and properly maintained. That's
a better way of doing business,” she noted. 

Technology, Lee emphasized, is playing an ever-ex-
panding role in contracting proposals and selections,
contractor-customer communications, payments, and
the timely delivery of products and services to cus-
tomers. 

For example, she saluted procurement specialists
for doing an “exceptional job” in quickly fielding the
Joint Direct Attack Munition, a 1,000- or 2,000-pound
iron bomb given a guidance package that relies on in-
ertial navigation and global positioning systems. Kits

used to convert bombs in the field weigh about 100
pounds and cost about $18,000. 

Lee described the JDAM development program as
“highly successful,” because it was accomplished
quickly—less than three years—and produced a highly
affordable weapon. The estimated average cost of the
first 40,000 units is less than half the target price spec-
ified in the initial requirements document for the pro-
gram, she said. 

Besides its relative low cost, JDAM's performance
has been excellent, as evidenced by its extensive, suc-
cessful use in Afghanistan. DoD has accelerated pro-
duction of the weapons to ensure adequate numbers
are available. 

DoD worked closely with contractors during JDAM's
development, Lee noted. It fast-tracked development
by encouraging the contractor to use appropriate com-
mercial specifications, parts, and quality systems, she
explained. DoD insisted low cost be a major consider-
ation in the design process, she said. 

Lee added that DoD required from the outset that
the precision-guided munition be developed with the
Navy and Air Force in mind so both Services' aircraft
could use it. 

“It's incredible, as we watch what's happening in
Afghanistan, what our weapon systems [and] the peo-
ple behind them can and do accomplish,” she said. 

Lee praises DoD's contracting and procurement peo-
ple. “They know how things work, they know how
things should work, and they have great ideas on how
to improve them,” she emphasized. 

Regarding new ideas, Lee noted that DoD has re-
ceived more than 12,500 responses inside and outside
government to its Broad Agency Announcement last
October seeking ideas and concepts that could be
quickly implemented to fight terrorism. 

Every BAA response is being reviewed, Lee said,
adding that some suggestions involve methods to lo-
cate difficult military targets. Some ideas, she added,
have already been identified for further discussion. 

“And, there are a few that are already at the level
where we think we'd like to fund them,” Lee concluded. 

EEddiittoorr’’ss  NNoottee:: This information is in the public domain
at http://www.defenselink.mil/news.

RELEASED March 26, 2002
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P R O G R A M  M A N A G E M E N T  A N D  L E A D E R S H I P  

Project Managers as Leaders 
Self-Assessment Can be Painful,
But Well Worth the Journey

K E I T H  LY M O R E

“It is not important what you are going to
do, but what you are doing now.” 

—Napoleon Hill

T
his article was written as part of
the graduation requirements for
the Advanced Program Manage-
ment Course (APMC), at the De-
fense Systems Management Col-

lege (DSMC), Fort Belvoir, Va. APMC
is the Defense Acquisition University's
premier acquisition course, and is the
capstone course for new program man-
agers. Fourteen weeks in duration, the
course provides insight into new reg-
ulations, dissemination of new tech-
niques from across the Services, and
an opportunity to develop professional
relationships with members from all
three Services. 

What Weaknesses?
Initially, the tasking to identify the weak-
nesses in my management style and then
come up with a plan to resolve those
weaknesses was a little overwhelming.
Typically, very few among us are willing
to admit that we even have any weak-
nesses, let alone trying to identify ways
to improve upon them. So at this point
I was floundering and searching for the
life vest—until we began our study of
Program Management and Leadership.

A key portion of the block of study was
the Defense Project Manager Research
Study (DPMRS), authored by Dr. Owen
Gadeken, a professor of Engineering
Management at DSMC. Gadeken's study
included interviews with over 900 in-
dividuals. The individuals interviewed
were program managers, functional
managers, and project management ex-

ecutives from various services at DSMC,
the Naval Postgraduate School (NPS),
and the Air Force Institute of Technol-
ogy (AFIT).  Specifically, what intrigued
me was the block that discussed attrib-
utes typical of the best PMs:

• Are strongly committed to their mis-
sion.

• Have a long-term and big-picture per-
spective.

• Are both systematic and innovative
thinkers.

• Find and empower the best people
for their project team.

• Are selective in their involvement in
project issues.

• Focus heavily on external stakehold-
ers.

• Thrive on relationships and influence.
• Proactively gather information and in-

sist on results.
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“The greatest of all miracles is that we need
not be tomorrow what we are today, but we
can improve if we can make use of the po-
tential implanted by God.” 

—Rabbi Samuel M. Silver

Steps to Success
Insight renewed, I began formulating
and outlining my paper to incorporate
attributes of the best program managers.
As I worked to produce a final cut of

my paper, some attributes more than
others seemed to cry out for attention.
At this point, I decided that my paper
would be a multifaceted effort, best
approached by following six specific
steps:

• In Step 1, I would seek out the au-
thor of the DPMRS to gain a better ap-
preciation of what he had found.

• Step 2 would be to identify a couple
of PMs on campus who have obtained
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some measure of success and inter-
view them about their careers. Ad-
mittedly, interviewing only one or two
individuals on campus would in no
way validate or invalidate the earlier
results of the DPMRS. Through the
interviews, I hoped to identify some
of the attributes listed in Gadeken's
study. By taking this step, I would be
validating, in my own mind, that the
attributes were valid. 

• Step 3 would be a visit to DAU's Acker
Library to review items already pub-
lished by various authors on leader-
ship, further augmenting my knowl-
edge base on the topic of leadership.   

• Step 4 would be to review my PRO-
FILOR results to determine my per-
sonal strengths vs. weaknesses. The
PROFILOR is a 360-degree instru-
ment developed to provide feedback
and development focus, as well as rec-
ommendations to individuals about
their management skill strengths and
development needs. Under the PRO-
FILOR assessment, feedback surveys
are completed by your superiors,
peers, and direct reports.

• Step 5 would follow once I had a firm
grasp of my strengths vs. weaknesses.
I could then begin to develop a plan
to, first determine how I can more
fully leverage the strengths that I al-
ready exhibit; and second, develop a
plan to strengthen my identified
weaknesses.

• Step 6, the last step, would be to doc-
ument the whole process and com-
plete the assigned paper.

“Things turn out the best for the people who
make the best of the way things turn out.”

—John Wooden

Step 1
I began Step 1 by meeting with
Gadeken, the primary author of the
DPMRS. We had lunch and talked about
the study and how he went about ac-
complishing it. Gadeken provided me
with a number of additional articles,
along with the digital files for some of
the data from the DPMRS.

One article in particular, “Project Man-
agers as Leaders; Competencies of Top
Performers,” Army RD&A, January-Feb-
ruary 1997, discussed an article in the
August 1988 edition of Training maga-
zine.   

Two researchers were trying to deter-
mine what makes University of Al-
abama coach Paul “Bear” Bryant such
a great coach. Instead of writing up
their notes, they decided to watch him
in action with his players. What they
found was that he didn't do most of
the things he alluded to in the inter-
views. However, they discovered other
behaviors such as detailed observation
of player performance and immediate
feedback, which actually accounted for
Bryant's successes.

Essentially, they found that “exemplary
performers differ very little from aver-
age ones, but that the differences are
enormously valuable.”   

For instance, last year a famous shoot-
ing guard in the National Basketball As-
sociation (NBA) was considered a
spoiled, rich, ball hog who would never
lead his team to an NBA Championship.
Now, a year later, his praises are being
sung from shore to shore, about how he
led a team of unknowns to the brink of
winning an NBA  Championship. Upon
investigation, little has changed over
that year, except his attitude.   

Last year, he would continually com-
plain about the officiating, his team-
mates, his coach, and his off-court run-
ins with the law. Then there were his
tattoos, his hip-hop dress code, and his
unorthodox training regimen.   

Late last year, however, on the brink of
being, traded to another team, he re-
alized that he needed to make a change
or this would be the end for him. That
same year, he dedicated himself to
doing everything that his coach asked
him to do—to be the first one at prac-
tice and the last one to leave each day;
to stop complaining about the referees
or his teammates; and to apologize for
some of the things that he had said in
the past.
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This story had a somewhat happy end-
ing. He played throughout the season
with a long list of ailments, but never
once gave into attacking the referees or
others for his shortcomings. He became
the Most Valuable Player of the league,
and led his team to the championship
series. Though his team did not win, the
team did make it to a place no one ever
thought they could reach.

I submit this was all possible because
he decided to focus on how he could be
a better teammate to his team, and thus
the rest is history. A small thing such as
a change in focus or attitude can pay
large dividends when you are willing to
go the distance to make it work.

“You begin to see obstacles when you lose
sight of your goals.”

—Author Unknown

Step 2
Second, I continued to validate the at-
tributes list by interviewing a couple of
successful program managers on cam-
pus. Also, I took note of the presenta-
tion that Air Force Acquisition Center
of Excellence Director Terry Little gave
when he visited DAU as a guest lecturer.

The one key item uncovered in these
encounters was commitment. This was a
continuing theme throughout the dis-
cussions: in order for PMs to perform at
a high level, they must first know and un-
derstand what the mission is, and then “buy
in” to the mission. Without commitment,
all you have are folks gathered together
spinning their wheels and getting paid.
If success occurs along the way, it is
probably happenstance, and thus, can-
not be replicated again.

Step 3
In Step 3, I reviewed literature from
DAU's Acker Library to gain an addi-
tional data point that validated the at-
tributes of the most successful program
managers. One author of particular note
was John C. Maxwell whose book, Suc-
cess Journey, was quite interesting and
informative, with a wealth of good in-
formation about how individuals can
reach their peak and achieve success in
their lives.
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However, to reach their peak, they must
first stop and determine what they want
to do, like to do, or are compelled to do
because of something burning inside of
them. Once they decide what their mis-
sion in life is, to see it through to fruition
they must commit themselves—as in-
dividuals—to that mission. 

“Great spirits have always encountered vi-
olent opposition from mediocre minds.”

—Albert Einstein

Maxwell also discussed one particularly
relevant acronym—RROOAADDMMAAPP. 

•• RR  stands for the need that we have to
recognize our dream (mission) in life.

•• OO stands for observing our starting
point; you need to know where you
are currently in order to better un-
derstand how to get to your dream.

• AA is for articulating a statement of pur-
pose for your dream—how you are

going to realize it and make it come
true.

• DD  is for defining the goals necessary
to reach your dream and determin-
ing intermediate milestones to help
keep you on track.

• MM is for moving into action.  For each
100 people that say they plan to do
something, 67 will actually move be-
yond the talk stage, with 10 actually
developing a detailed plan;  however,
only two will actually move out and
execute the plan.

• AA is for adjusting your plan based on
new information or other changes that
occur.

• PP is for pointing to successes and cel-
ebrating at each of your interim mile-
stones in order to keep “pumped up”
and make it to the ultimate dream.

“It’s what’s learned and used, not what’s
taught that counts!”

—Unknown 

Step 4
Step 4 is reviewing my PROFILOR re-
sults to determine what my strengths
and weaknesses actually are. The
DPMRS lists eight different attributes of
the best PMs. Based on my PROFILOR
results, I currently exhibit all eight of
the attributes; however, the first five were
more prevalent than the others. Obvi-
ously, the latter three attributes were the
ones that I exhibited less.

“It's what you learn after you know it all
that's important.”

—John Wooden

Step 5
In Step 5, the strengths that I chose to
emphasize more were Drive for Results,
Motivate Others, and Provide Direction.
The weaknesses that I chose to address
were Coach and Develop, Champion
Change, and Establish Plans. 

Step 6
The last and final step—publication of
this article. 

EEddiittoorr''ss  NNoottee:: The author welcomes
questions or comments on this article.
Contact him at Keith.Lymore@penta-
gon.af.mil.



Business Initiative Council
Approves Fourth Round of
Initiatives

The Department of Defense announced today that
the Business Initiative Council (BIC) has ap-
proved four more initiatives, bringing the total

of approved initiatives to 32, since its first meeting
in September 2001. These latest initiatives are de-
signed to enhance the processes for corporate op-
erations, logistics and readiness, and acquisition
management. 

First, within the corporate operations arena, the De-
partment is reviewing the policies governing cell
phone reimbursement in order to provide a flat pay-
ment for official use of employees' personal cell
phones. This will greatly simplify accounting and
oversight requirements. 

In a second initiative, the Department plans to
streamline mandated requirements for independent
readiness assessments of critical technologies and
allow program managers and the science and tech-
nology executives of each Service component to
jointly decide if assessments are warranted. 

The Department's third initiative will identify non-
value added, recurring reporting requirements,
which can be eliminated. The fourth initiative seeks
to streamline the information technology equipment
disposal process, by clarifying business rules and
eliminating duplication. 

The council, established in June 2001 and presided
over by Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology and Logistics Pete Aldridge, was origi-
nally comprised of the military Service secretaries
and the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
The Senior Executive Council (SEC), chaired by the
Secretary of Defense, recently approved the expan-

sion of the BIC membership to include the Under
Secretary of Defense, Comptroller and Chief Fi-
nancial Officer, and the Under Secretary of Defense
for Personnel and Readiness. 

Another change is the transfer of lead-Service du-
ties from the Air Force to the Army, effective April
1, 2002. The unique operating philosophy of the
BIC has been to rotate lead duties among the Ser-
vices. After the Navy shepherded the program
through Phase I, the Air Force assumed the lead role
in October 2001. 

“The Air Force has done a phenomenal job in lead-
ing the BIC effort through Phase II, and in gaining
consensus among the team players,” said Aldridge.
“They will turn over a top-notch leadership effort
to the Army.” 

The BIC began its efforts to improve business op-
erations by identifying and implementing business
reforms, which would allow each Service to reallo-
cate savings to higher priorities. 

“We continue to be impressed by the depth and
breadth of the initiatives which the BIC is examin-
ing,” said Aldridge. “In fact, all of the Services, the
Office of the Secretary of Defense, and the Joint Staff
have tasked their subordinate units to send us more
initiatives. So the initiatives are coming in from all
levels of the Department, from the grass roots to the
highest levels, which explains the diversity of the
initiatives we are reviewing.” 

EEddiittoorr’’ss  NNoottee::  This information is in the public do-
main at http://www.defenselink.mil/news. 

IMMEDIATE RELEASE March 26, 2002
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Risky Business
7 Myths about Software Engineering
That Impact Defense Acquisitions

D R .  B A R R Y  B O E H M  •  L T .  G E N  P E T E R  K I N D ,  U S A  ( R E T . )  •  
D R .  R I C H A R D  T U R N E R

“About the only thing you can do with an
F-22 without software is to take a picture
of it.”

—Unidentified Air Force General

W
ithout knowing it, many
DoD project managers
make significant program-
matic and technical deci-
sions based on misunder-

standing software technology and
systems engineering activities. While
many of these decisions don't seem soft-
ware-related, they often cause software-
induced project overruns and negative
impacts on downstream effectiveness,
system enhancement and supportabil-
ity—and program managers' career
paths. 

DoD PMs are not alone in this difficulty.
The figures from the 1999 Standish
Group's survey show only a 26 percent
overall success rate for software-inten-
sive systems, with only 18 percent of
government projects succeeding, and
zero percent of any projects over $10
million. Historically, a typical software-
intensive project overruns its budget
and schedule by a factor of 2 and de-
livers about 60 percent of the required
functionality. 

In this article we present 7 myths that
were identified by a defense software
engineering science and technology

summit convened by the Deputy Under
Secretary of Defense for Science and
Technology in August 2001—all of
which have contributed to poor acqui-
sition decisions and to the resulting over-
runs and poor performance.

Software is the Key
Why do PMs need to be concerned
about how programmatic decisions im-
pact software? Because, software crisis
or not, software plays an increasingly
critical role in defense systems. While
hardware and weapons platforms will
remain relatively stable, functionality
and adaptability will be added through
improved resident software or access
to additional capabilities through soft-
ware-enabled, network-centric appli-
cations.

Defense systems are increasingly per-
forming critical functions autonomously
via software. Functions like target and
weapon acquisition, selection and fir-
ing, terrain following, re-supply, sensor
data prioritization, and health checking
and healing of network-centered infra-
structure and components are currently
in limited operation and will continue
to propagate through more and more
systems. Future systems require real-
time coordination of the software oper-
ating in a variety of platforms, weapons,
and sensors; and the complexity of the
systems and software will increase sig-
nificantly to perform these functions.
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A History of Non-Fixes
Numerous reviews and reports have
been published to address the software
problem. The 2000 Defense Science Board
Task Force Report on Defense Software
cited 20 years of studies and recom-
mendations. Unfortunately, of the 134
unique recommendations—all of which
were judged still applicable—only 3
have been implemented, and only 18
are included in policy.

Why haven't these recommendations
been implemented? Our experience in-
dicates that believing in myths is easier
than dealing with the thorny underly-
ing issues. Let's look at 7 widely believed

myths that contribute to the current state
of software acquisition. 

Myth No. 1:
COTS [Commercial Off-the-Shelf] and
commercial practices are the answer.
Fact:
COTS works well in some situations but
greatly increases risk in others. Commer-
cial practices are optimized around rapidly
bringing products to market, but with lower-

quality attribute levels than DoD mission-
critical systems require.

For the last dozen years the common
wisdom has been that COTS was the

way in which DoD would solve its soft-
ware problems and vault into the 21st

century as a lean, mean, acquiring ma-
chine. While the use of COTS in infor-
mation processing has been reasonably
successful in many cases, those in charge
of developing software-intensive sys-
tems designed for unique DoD missions
have frequently found COTS more a
burden than a benefit. 

Real problems may emerge when inte-
grating COTS into a system with the
typical DoD life span. The short COTS
software release rate and ongoing plat-
form evolution make it extremely diffi-
cult to merge with the long develop-
ment and sustainment programs
common in today's systems. (For ex-
ample, the Cheyenne Mountain air de-
fense software system was first devel-
oped in the 1950’s and continues today.) 

When verifying system quality, safety
and security, the proprietary “black box”
nature of COTS can force unrealistic re-
quirements on other components, rais-
ing cost and delaying programs. Inter-
operability can be difficult to achieve
with COTS software that adds or
changes features rapidly with little at-
tention to backward compatibility. 

With COTS the PM gives up control
over program functionality and sched-
ule, and incurs integration and testing
costs with attendant schedule delays.
Functionality may change based on
needs of marketing and the principal
customer base, adversely affecting the
design and operation of the DoD appli-
cation.

Security, safety, and quality of COTS
are largely unknown; software may
contain Trojan horse code or ex-
ploitable weaknesses. Current tools are
inadequate to discover and assess these
faults, and corrections are only done
by vendors according to their sched-
ules—if corrected at all. Finally, defense
systems are larger and more complex.
Integration is problematical under the
best of conditions; scalability is exac-
erbated with components not designed
for a given architecture, interfaces, and
terminology.
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“Anything sufficiently complex is to the lay-
man indistinguishable from magic.”

—Arthur C. Clarke

The COTS myth, while pervasive, can
be countered in several ways. First, pro-
gram managers should invest in thor-
ough risk-driven COTS assessments be-
fore committing to use commercial
products. DoD should establish more
flexible COTS policies that recognize
defense system realities and not force
program managers into a risky, limited
technology trade space.

DoD should also work closely with
COTS vendors to influence product sta-
bility, feature sets, and verifiable qual-

ity. Finally, establishing COTS test beds
and technology watch initiatives, cou-
pled with strong configuration man-
agement, can support broader COTS
validation and interoperability investi-
gations.

Myth No. 2:
Commercial industry will do DoD's
needed software research.
Fact:
Commercial industry does mass market-
place research.

From the halls of Congress to the halls
of the Pentagon and the ears of the pro-
gram managers, the direction to depend
on commercial vendors for software en-

gineering research and development has
been strong and clear. Unfortunately,
DoD has specific needs that don't match
well with industry's goals. Technology
companies don't have the resources,
need, desire, or profit motive to address
the extra-hard problems—problems
such as ultra-reliable agent-based sys-
tems, and achieving interoperability and
process coordination across dozens of
simultaneously evolving systems-of-sys-
tems.

An example of a system dependent on
this type of technology is the Army's Fu-
ture Combat System. The Army envi-
sions a distributed, embedded, high-as-
surance, agent-based system of systems
that will provide warfighters a real-time
common operating picture so effective
that the protection from its superior in-
formation capabilities will replace 20
tons of armor. Some of the supporting
technology research is being sponsored
by the Defense Advanced Research Pro-
jects Agency (DARPA). However, as
members of the President's Information
Technology Advisory Committee
(PITAC), two major commercial tech-
nology leaders agreed that neither of
their companies had the motivation to
address this kind of problem.

There are several ways to counter this
myth and its effects on defense systems.
Program managers should assess the de-
gree to which commercial products and
research priorities are the same as their
programs and leverage any commonal-
ity. On a larger scale, DoD needs to in-
crease its emphasis on sponsored soft-
ware engineering science and technology
and better utilize its existing assets
through improved research coordina-
tion.

DoD funds a significant amount of hard-
ware manufacturing technology re-
search—making a similar investment in
software engineering (the software
equivalent to manufacturing) and re-
search would appear beneficial. DoD
can also partner with industry to ad-
dress specific needs and increase de-
fense representation in standards de-
velopment bodies and leading-edge
technology venues.

7 Myths About Software Engineering 
That Impact Defense Acquisition

Myth No. 1:
COTS and commercial practices are
the answer.
Fact:
COTS works well in some situations but
greatly increases risk in others. Com-
mercial practices are optimized around
rapidly bringing products to market, but
with lower-quality attribute levels than
DoD mission-critical systems require.

Myth No. 2:
Commercial industry will do DoD's
needed software research.
Fact:
Commercial industry does mass mar-
ketplace research.

Myth No. 3:
The problem is software and pro-
gramming methodology.
Fact:
The problem is integrating software and
system concerns.

Myth No. 4:
Software Engineering Institute Ca-
pability Maturity Model (SEI CMM)

for Software (or Capability Maturity
Model Integration—CMMI) is the
answer.
Fact: 
Process maturity is only one aspect of
software engineering. 

Myth No. 5:
Evolutionary Acquisition is the an-
swer.
Fact:
Evolutionary acquisition is a work in
progress.

Myth No. 6:
It's software—we can fix it later (add
security, quality, other "-ilities").
Fact:
Most "-ilities" must be architected in,
and can't be easily added later.

Myth No. 7:
Create great components and the
software engineering will take care
of itself.
Fact:
That's DoD's current course, and the
problems aren't going away.
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Myth No. 3:
The problem is software and program-
ming methodology.
Fact:
The problem is integrating software and
system concerns.

Software has been widely blamed for
program cost and schedule overruns
and for systems that fail to meet their
specifications. However, software is not
always the real culprit. In some cases,
poor acquisition decisions and systems
engineering cause problems that in-
evitably manifest in the software. In oth-
ers, software requirements are belatedly
defined because software ends up as the
catchall for things not done in other
components.

These late software bail-outs often put
high-risk software on a program's crit-
ical path. The OSD Tri-service Assess-
ment Initiative has performed systemic
analysis on three years of independent
expert reviews of software-intensive sys-
tem programs. This analysis confirms
that although failures may be highlighted
in software, actual causes stem from
many different programmatic and tech-
nical factors. Understanding the rela-
tionship of software to these factors be-
fore taking any corrective action is
essential.

Countering this myth calls for a broader
approach to improving software acqui-
sitions. Programs should focus on early
validation of software/system solution
feasibility, using spiral-oriented criteria
found in Life Cycle Objective and Life
Cycle Architecture milestones. Software
engineering research can help identify
ways to support better decision making
on software and systems engineering is-
sues. 

DoD should develop coherent policy for
software and systems engineering that
acknowledges the challenges and works
rationally to achieve more realistic ex-
pectations, schedules, and development
environments. DoD should make qual-
ity software development personnel and
environments more important than least
cost in software acquisition—it will be
far cheaper in the long run.

Myth No. 4:
Software Engineering Institute Capa-
bility Maturity Model (SEI CMM) for
Software (or CMMI-Capability Maturity
Model Integration) is the answer.
Fact:
Process maturity is only one aspect of soft-
ware engineering 

Arguably the greatest impact on soft-
ware engineering in the past decade has
been the Software Engineering Institute's
Capability Maturity Model for Software.
It brings a focus on discipline and
process improvement to an industry that
still reels from seemingly ever increas-
ing expectations. The latest generation
of SEI tools, Capability Maturity Model
Integration, extends the CMMI to other

disciplines, including systems engi-
neering. However, as with any tool,
CMM can't be everything in every con-
text. Having mature processes doesn't
guarantee that the requirements, archi-
tectures, and other system aspects such
as information security are adequate. 

Process maturity does not guarantee
community-wide innovative solutions
or resolve complex teaming and sub-
contractor relationships among high-
and low-maturity organizations. It can't
address the technical challenges of the
software-intensive systems under de-
velopment, make up for poor acquisi-
tion decisions, or work effectively with
low-maturity acquisition organizations.
Process maturity is a necessary but not
sufficient condition to guarantee qual-
ity, cost effectiveness, and technological
innovation. 

Overcoming this myth requires lever-
aging the strengths of process maturity
without abdicating responsibility be-
cause a contractor is CMM Level 3 or
better. PMs need to be in charge. DoD
should continue to support developer
and maintainer process improvement
as part of an overall software and sys-
tems engineering quality and cost-ef-
fectiveness initiative.

Process improvement strategies should
also be implemented within the acqui-
sition organizations so as to maximize
the benefits to the government of high-
maturity contractors. PMs need to bal-
ance process initiatives with people,
product, product line, and technology
initiatives that focus attention on sys-
temic issues rather than focus on process
alone.

Myth No. 5:
Evolutionary Acquisition (EA) is the an-
swer.
Fact: 
Evolutionary Acquisition is a work in
progress.

Evolutionary Acquisition is seen as a
way to improve some of the system ac-
quisition problems related to software,
particularly where requirements are ei-
ther unknown or evolving. Based on the
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concept of the spiral software develop-
ment life cycle, EA is ideally a risk-dri-
ven approach that adjusts requirements
and priorities based on usage experi-
ence. The myth lies in assuming wide-
spread ability to actually execute such
a program. Although EA has worked
very well with knowledgeable acquirer-
developer teams, many PMs don't have
access to the essential knowledge, skills,
or tools to manage EA. For the complex
acquisitions currently envisioned (e.g.,
rapidly evolving, COTS-intensive sys-
tems of systems), current tools are sim-
ply not up to the task.

In some cases, the underlying science
for basic management activities is not
completely understood. Further com-
plicating EA implementation is the dif-
ficulty in establishing contracts that meet
DoD regulations and still provide for an
evolutionary approach.

Countering the effects of this myth
means making sure that EA is appro-
priate for your program, and if it is, in-
vesting the necessary effort up front to
ensure the necessary expertise and in-
frastructure is available. Guarding against
spiral development/EA pitfalls is im-
portant. For example, certain aspects of
a true spiral process are required for it
to be effective, but often PMs are led into
implementing hazardous spiral look-
alikes that don't provide these key com-
ponents.

Software engineering science and tech-
nology can help build the theoretical
and practical foundations for success-
ful Evolutionary Acquisition. Most im-
portantly, contracting must be modified
to lend stronger support to non-water-
fall software acquisitions. 

Myth No. 6:
It's software—we can fix it later (add se-
curity, quality, other “-ilities”).
Fact:
Most “-ilities” must be architected in, and
can't be easily added later.

One of the most widely held myths
about software is the idea that incom-
plete or prototype software can be “hard-
ened” for use in operational environ-
ments. In reality, this is almost always
impossible and leads to missed sched-
ules or worse. The software and system
architecture must be designed from the
beginning to accommodate stringent se-
curity, reliability, fault tolerance, and
other operational requirements. As early
as 1975, Fred Brooks, a noted Profes-
sor of Computer Science at Chapel Hill,
documented a factor-of-9 increase in ef-
fort to go from a running computer pro-
gram to a software system product.

Even further, re-designing significant
amounts of software that have already
been implemented is simply too com-
plex and intricate a task. The result is
that the developers have to go back to

square one and essentially rebuild the
system based on a more appropriate ar-
chitecture.

This myth of infinitely malleable soft-
ware can be countered by focusing on
early validation of software/system so-
lution feasibility and providing adequate
funding in the architectural develop-
ment stages of a system. One rule of
thumb to follow: Never deploy prototypes
that haven't been based on a planned, ar-
chitecturally based evolutionary program. 

If deployment or reuse of prototype
software is a possibility, insist on more
rigorous design and coding standards
in prototyping environments. The im-
plementation of product lines that lever-
age good architectures can greatly re-
duce the cost of the “-ility” requirements
in similar systems.

Myth No. 7:
Create great components and the soft-
ware engineering will take care of itself.
Fact:
That's DoD's current course, and the prob-
lems aren't going away.

The National Science Foundation spon-
sored a workshop on software engi-
neering in 1999 that identified quality
components (networks, databases, user
interface packages, agents, filters, etc.)
as only one aspect of successful sys-
tems. Of as much importance were the
software process, development and
support environment, architecture, and
tools. 

Countering this myth includes making
sure the component innovators know
how to develop robust software, per-
haps through process maturity assess-
ments. Carefully assess the technology
readiness of hot new software compo-
nents before depending on them for sys-
tem success. Wherever possible, use
open systems and other standards that
support component integration. Most
importantly, DoD should focus more at-
tention—research and practice—on the
engineering of software-intensive sys-
tems that are well-defined, have robust
and extensible architectures, and main-
tain the same engineering integrity as

Software Acquisition Resources for PMs

• Air Force Software Technology Support Center
(www.stsc.hill.af.mil)

• Center for Software Engineering at USC (sunset.usc.edu)
• Defense Acquisition University (www.dau.mil)
• Institute for Defense Analyses (www.ida.org)
• International Council on Systems Engineering (INCOSE)

(www.incose.org)
• OUSD Software Intensive Systems, Defense Software

Collaborators, and Tri-service Assessment Initiative
(www.acq.osd.mil/ara/sis).

• Software Engineering Institute of Carnegie Mellon University
(www.sei.cmu.edu)
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the hardware platforms within which
they are deployed.

“The world will never need more than five
computers.”

—T .J. Watson
(First President of IBM)

Programs That 
Beat the Myths 
Programs do exist that have beaten the
myths and can be used as role models
for successfully achieving complex soft-
ware goals. The January 2002 issue of
CrossTalk: The Journal of Defense Software
Engineering announced the Top 5 Gov-
ernment Quality Software Projects for
2001. In addition to the CrossTalk award
winners, other examples of myth-beat-
ing programs include:

• The Command Center Processing and
Display System–Replacement for the
Air Force used several innovative tech-
niques and is presented as a case study
in Walker Royce's Software Project
Management.

• The Army's Advanced Field Artillery
Tactical Data System now interoper-
ates with the Joint Surveillance Tar-
get Attack Radar System and unat-
tended aerial vehicles and is acclaimed
in the September-October 2001 Field
Artillery Journal.

• The Navy's AEGIS program has suc-
cessfully evolved across several gen-
erations of computer and software
technology for over 20 years.

So What Now?
As Fred Brooks said in 1986, there are
no silver bullets. And, truthfully, there
are far too few lead bullets that will work
as well for tomorrow's software projects
as well as they do today. But by replac-
ing myth with fact, program managers
can focus on the software issues critical
to the success of their programs and
avoid the pitfalls of unexpected reality
checks late in the day. PMs need to un-
derstand the decisions that affect soft-
ware aren't necessarily identified as soft-
ware decisions. Any decision that
impacts systems engineering, require-
ments, technology insertion, or similar
concerns is highly likely to impact soft-
ware.

“It is not necessary to change. Survival is
not mandatory.”

—W. Edwards Deming

Summarizing the recommendations in
countering the myths, program man-
agers should:

• Invest in thorough risk-driven COTS
assessments before commitment.

• Make sure that commercial vendor
priorities are consistent with program
needs.

• Focus on early validation of soft-
ware/system solutions through archi-
tectural reviews.

• Use process maturity as an indicator,
not a guarantee.

• Make sure your program has access
to sufficient expertise to implement
the Evolutionary Acquisition model,
and to use risk-driven spiral processes.

• Focus on a quality system/software
architecture and consider software
product line approaches where feasi-
ble.

• Use open systems where possible and
make sure any software components
are appropriate and mature.

Just as critical are actions on the part of
the defense acquisition community. DoD
should require broader software edu-
cation for key program personnel. More
software engineering science and tech-
nology funding can produce develop-
ment and acquisition technology that
could make the right way to acquire soft-
ware-intensive systems the easy way.
DoD is moving to implement the re-
maining Defense Science Board recom-
mendations, but progress is slow and
hampered by existing policy and infra-
structure. Most critical is the need to
bring acquisition policy into line with
weapons systems' software needs so that
programs can implement approaches
like Evolutionary Acquisition without
running afoul of constraining rules and
contracting practices.

Software is moving from the world of
myths to the world of facts. An in-
creasingly critical success factor for PMs
will be their ability to distinguish soft-
ware myths from software facts, either
through experience, education, or ac-
quiring appropriate experts.

Although DoD currently has few in-
house experts in Evolutionary Acquisi-
tion of software-intensive systems, PMs
can employ several external talent
sources. Above all, if you're short on
such talent, fill the need expeditiously.
When you do, be sure to talk to those
resources regularly. Don't bet your pro-
ject or career on traditional sequential
processes, COTS promises, or believing
the 7 myths. That's the easiest way to
end up as the next Standish survey sta-
tistic.

EEddiittoorr’’ss  NNoottee:: The authors welcome
questions or comments on this article.
Contact BBooeehhmm  at boehm@sunset.usc.
edu; KKiinndd at pkind@ida.org; and TTuurrnneerr
at Rich.Turner@osd.mil.
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Mentor-Protege Conference Setting for
2002 Nunn-Perry Awards

Extending a Helping Hand
C H R I S T I N A  C A V O L I

R
ecognizing the best of the big
guy-little guy relationships fos-
tered by the Mentor-Protégé
program, the 2002 Nunn-Perry
awards selected 12 partnerships

for commendation on March 20, dur-
ing this year's Mentor-Protégé confer-
ence. Named for Sam Nunn, the former
senator who initiated the program in
1990, and William Perry, former Secre-
tary of Defense who helped launch the
program, the awards laud the success
stories resulting from partnering a big
business with a smaller one to create a
mutually beneficial relationship that
brings quality and economy to govern-
ment contracts.  

The Nunn-Perry awards serve as the
highlight of the Mentor-Protégé Con-
ference, an annual event that brings to-
gether all participants in the process with
representatives from the Department of
Defense for seminars, presentations, and
discussion. The program is designed to
provide incentives for major DoD prime
contractors, “Mentors,” to help “Pro-
tégés”: small disadvantaged businesses
(SDBs), women-owned businesses, and
qualified organizations that employ the
severely disabled.

With the Mentors' technical and busi-
ness expertise, Protégés hope to suc-
cessfully compete for prime contract and
subcontract awards. Successful Mentor-
Protégé partnerships create a winning
relationship for both the companies and
the DoD. 

Presenting the awards this year at a cer-
emony held in Crystal City, Va., were
Michael W. Wynne, Principal Deputy
Under Secretary of Defense for Acqui-
sition, Technology and Logistics, and
Frank Ramos, Director, Office of Small
& Disadvantaged Business Utilization.

In his keynote speech,
Wynne recognized the
courage and initiative nec-
essary to start a small busi-
ness, and the need for es-
tablished, larger companies
to extend a helping hand to
new companies in the
hopes of creating a mutu-
ally beneficial and reward-
ing relationship. To learn
more about the Mentor-Pro-
tégé Program, visit their
Web site (www.acq.osd.mil/
sadbu/mentor_protégé).

George Schultz, DoD Mentor-Protégé Program

Manager, and Frank Ramos, Director, Office of

Small & Disadvantaged Business Utilization, ex-

plain the Nunn-Perry Awards Program.

Michael W. Wynne, Principal Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology

and Logistics, and Frank Ramos, Director, Office of Small & Disadvantaged Business Utiliza-

tion, present the Nunn-Perry Awards at the DoD Mentor-Protégé Conference March 20 in

Crystal City, Va. 
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AMEC Earth Environmental—Bering Sea Eccotech
Protégé: William Arterburn, Bering Sea Eccotech, Anchorage, Alaska;
Mentor: Michael Brainard, AMEX Earth Environmental, Chantilly, Va.;

Battelle Memorial Institute—MTS Technologies
Mentor: Robert Acker, Battelle Memorial Institute, Arlington, Va.; Pro-
tégé: Daniel Perkins, MTS Technologies, Arlington, Va.; Principal
Deputy USD(AT&L) Michael W. Wynne; and Frank Ramos, Director,
Office of Small & Disadvantaged Business Utilization.

Bell Helicopter Textron—Valco Manufacturing
Mentor: Don Collings, Bell Helicopter Textron, Hurst, Texas.; Protégé:
Roger Valdez, Valco Manufacturing Corp., Duncan, Okla.; and Wynne.

Computer Sciences Corp.—3D Research
Protégé: Lisa Williams, 3D Research Corp., Huntsville, Ala.; Mentor:
Terry Glasglow, Computer Sciences Corp., Falls Church, Va.; Wynne;
and Ramos.

Foster Wheeler Environmental—Nobis Engineering
Protégé: Nannu Nobis, Nobis Engineering Inc., Concord, N.H.; Mentor:
Gene Blake, Foster Wheeler Environmental, Langhorne, Pa.; Wynne;
and Ramos.

HJ Ford Associates—HMR TECH
Mentor: Patrick Shannon, HJ Ford Associates Inc., Arlington, Va.; Pro-
tégé: Hezekiah Richardson, HMR TECH, LLC, Arlington, Va.; Wynne;
and Ramos.

2 0 0 2  N U N N - P
P r i n c i p a l  D e p u t y  U S D ( A T & L )  J o

1 2  E x c e p t i o n a l  M e
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HydroGeoLogic, Inc.—MicroPact Engineering, Inc.
Ramos; Mentor: Kris Collo, HydroGeoLogic, Inc., Herndon, Va. Not
shown in photo is Protégé: Micropact Engineering, Inc., Herndon, Va. 

TRW Space & Electronics—Coast/ACM
Protégé: Benjamin Nguyen, Coast/ACM, Los Angeles, Calif.; Mentor: Al
Boldon, TRW Space & Electronics, Redondo Beach, Calif.; Wynne; and
Ramos.

Raytheon—Basic Electronics
Ramos; Protégé: Nancy Balzano, Basic Electronics, Garden Grove,
Calif.; Mentor: Jim Boyle and Dan Ryan, Raytheon Naval & Maritime In-
tegrated Systems, Portsmouth, R.I.; and Wynne.

SAIC—Noesis
Ramos; Mentor: Richard Eger, Science Applications International Corp.,
San Diego, Calif.; Protégé: Richard Martin, Noesis Inc., Manassas, Va.;
and Wynne.

Roy F. Weston—Charter Environmental
Ramos; Mentor: Bruce Campbell, Roy F. Weston, Manchester, N.H.;
Protégé: Robert Delhome, Charter Environmental Inc., Chelsea, Mass.;
and Wynne.

TRW Space & Electronics—Hurlen
Ramos; Protégé: Jay Hurtado and Henry Pena Hurlen Corp., Santa Fe
Springs, Calif.; Mentor: Al Boldon, TRW Space & Electronics, Redondo
Beach, Calif.; and Wynne.

E R R Y  A W A R D S
i n s  S A D B U  D i r e c t o r  i n  H o n o r i n g  
n t o r - P r o t é g é  T e a m s  



Advanced Concept
Technology Demonstration
List for 2002 Announced

Edward C. “Pete” Aldridge, Under Sec-
retary of Defense for Acquisition, Tech-
nology and Logistics, announced today

the selection of new Advanced Concept
Technology Demonstration (ACTD) pro-
jects for fiscal year 2002. The ACTD pro-
gram aids in rapidly transitioning advanced
technology into the hands of the unified
commanders. Of the funded ACTDs for fis-
cal year 2002, 11 will directly support the
war on terrorism. 

The military services, theater commanders,
and Defense agencies submitted nearly 80
proposed fiscal year 2002 ACTD projects.
Representatives of the military services and
unified commanders reviewed the list of
proposals and provided their priorities to
the Joint Staff's Joint Requirements Over-
sight Council (JROC). Marrying new oper-
ational concepts with new technologies,
ACTDs reduce the time required to field
new systems and increase end-user in-
volvement in system refinement and inte-
gration. 

Initiated in 1995, the ACTD program fo-
cuses on rapidly placing maturing tech-
nologies in the hands of warfighters. In part-
nership with operational commanders, the
Services and the Joint Staff, the program de-
livers prototypes as tailored solutions for
validated mission needs. Our products
demonstrate the military utility of new tech-
nologies while giving warfighters hands-on
experience to develop concepts for opera-
tional employment. 

ACTD projects span a broad spectrum of
operational requirements with an empha-

sis on joint capabilities. In many cases,
ACTDs yield transformational changes.
Products such as unmanned aerial vehicles
(UAVs) and unattended ground sensors
(UGS) change the paradigms for military
operations. Approximately 30 ACTD prod-
ucts support our nation's counter-terrorism
efforts in Operation Enduring Freedom and
Operation Noble Eagle. 

The ACTDs selected for initiation in fiscal
year 2002 include: 

Active Denial System: A system mounted
on stationary and mobile platforms to pro-
vide long-range, anti-personnel, non-lethal
force options to commanders. 

Agile Transportation: A system providing
visibility of transportation requirements and
assets to improve scheduling decision sup-
port tools for mode determination and op-
timization of inter- and intra-theater lift as-
sets. 

Coalition Information Assurance Common
Operational Picture: Provides a detailed in-
formation assurance and situational aware-
ness picture of the information system se-
curity status of all mission-critical systems
on a near- or-real-time basis in support of
CINC and coalition missions. 

Contamination Avoidance at Seaports of De-
barkation: Provides a deployable package
for a chemical and biological defense capa-
bility at seaports of debarkation to mini-
mize impact on seaport operations. 

IMMEDIATE RELEASE March 5, 2002



Expendable Unmanned Air Vehicle and Air-Launched
Extended Range Transporter: Air vehicles providing
covert delivery of off-board sensors, tactical surveil-
lance, battle damage assessment, and weapons of
mass destruction monitoring at low cost. 

Homeland Security: A homeland security capability
for assured, secure, survivable interagency network
connectivity to assess and track threats across mul-
tiple domains with a coordinated response capabil-
ity to neutralize threats and recover from damage. 

HYCAS: A hyperspectral collection and analysis sys-
tem with sensors integrated onto operational plat-
forms and into the existing tasking, processing, ex-
ploitation and dissemination (TPED) architectures
supporting a counter-concealment, camouflage, and
deception intelligence capability. 

Joint Explosive Ordnance Disposal–Knowledge and
Technology Operational Demonstration: A system
providing a new integrated capability for joint and
coalition explosive ordnance disposal forces. 

Language and Speech Exploitation Resources: Sys-
tems automating translation of spoken or written
foreign languages for quickly translating captured
documents, debriefing witnesses, and supporting
communication in coalition operations. 

Micro Air Vehicle: A fully autonomous 6- to 9-inch
micro aerial vehicle providing small ground combat
units with situational awareness of enemy activity
using a low-cost, disposal air vehicle. 

Pathfinder: An integration of unattended ground ve-
hicles, unmanned air vehicles, and smart sensors in
a mobile, self-forming network providing enhanced
situational awareness, command, control and com-
munications to commanders and assault forces for
urban reconnaissance. 

Thermobaric: A penetrator payload to defeat enemy
tunnel facilities and weapons. 

Three additional ACTD projects will be initiated dur-
ing this fiscal year if funding permits. These include: 

Agent Defeat Warhead: A weapon providing a high-
temperature incendiary kinetic energy penetrator
warhead to destroy biological and chemical manu-
facturing and storage facilities. 

Joint Distance Support and Response: A system pro-
viding near-real-time, reliable, accurate telemainte-
nance for forward deployed forces and weapon sys-
tems using a collaborative knowledge center and
tool suite, with reach-back capability. 

SPARTAN: An unmanned surface watercraft pro-
viding a low-cost force multiplier with integrated
expeditionary sensor and weapon systems for use
against asymmetric threats. 

EEddiittoorr’’ss  NNoottee::  This information is in the public do-
main at http://www.defenselink.mil/news. Information
on ACTDs can be found at http://www.acq.osd.
mil/actd/descript.htm. 
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Lewis is currently an engineer participating in the
Commander's Development Program at Naval
Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), at the Wash-
ington Navy Yard. He holds a master's degree in
Business Administration and graduated from Har-
vard Business School’s “Program for Management
Development.” He is also a graduate of the
Advanced Program Management Course (APMC
01-2), Defense Systems Management College,
Fort Belvoir, Va.

E N T R E P R E N E U R S ,  I N N O V A T O R S

Innovation Through “Venture
Capital” in DoD's Working Capital
Fund (WCF) Organizations

Generating New Ideas and Turning
Ideas Into Revenue

M A R K  L E W I S

86

“…The last bastion of Soviet-style cen-
tral planning can be found in Fortune
500 companies—it's called resource al-
location.”

—Gary Hamel
Bringing Silicon Valley Inside

O
f the largest 100 firms in the
United States a century ago,
only a handful exist today in
any form. Various fates awaited
them on the road to oblivion—

mostly bankruptcies and takeovers.
Given enough time, successful firms will
usually fail because they become irrel-
evant, their products and services sur-
passed by far better offerings. They move
too slowly to keep up with the market. 

The Need for Innovation
Peter Drucker, in his article “The Disci-
pline of Innovation,” published by Har-
vard Business Review in 1998, defines in-
novation as “the effort to create
purposeful, focused change in an en-
terprise's economic or social potential.”
The history of American business makes
it clear that sustained innovation is a
prerequisite for an organization's long-
term success and its continued existence. 
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Within the private sector, the language
of business is peppered with terminol-
ogy such as merger, acquisition, and
bankruptcy. Within the Federal Gov-
ernment, the counterparts to those terms
are reorganization, RIF [Reduction in
Force], and BRAC [Base Realignment
and Closure}. As in industry, govern-
ment organizations close shop when
there is no demand for their output; it
happens at a slower and less dramatic
pace than in the private sector, but it
happens nonetheless.

Generating new ideas and turning the
ideas into revenue is a primary charac-
teristic of firms that stay healthy over
decades. The quick pace of technology
continues to shorten product life cycles,
so faster innovation cycles become in-
creasingly important. A good product
pipeline is essential, and companies like
Kodak, Digital Equipment, and General
Instruments that fail to sustain innova-
tion show the way to insolvency. But do
government Working Capital Fund
(WCF) monopolies (for example, the
Naval Undersea Warfare Center, the De-
fense Logistics Agency, and the Air Force
Transportation Command) face similar
risks of irrelevance? Certainly!

In some of our organizations, more than
half of the 1990 workforce is now gone.
The trend is outsourcing, where indus-
try designs and develops almost all mil-
itary platforms and systems, industry
funds and conducts a higher percent-
age of research, and full-service con-
tracting will dramatically reduce the
need for government logistics and main-
tenance personnel. Contractors, not gov-
ernment technical experts, will accom-
pany the warfighters into harm's way.
The handwriting is on the wall for many
WCF business units, largely because of
our inability to innovate and keep up
with the private sector.

(The DoD's WCF organizations operate
much like private firms, except that
turning a profit is not allowed. Through
marketing and sales of services, we gen-
erate revenues, which in turn pay
salaries and other expenses. If revenues
drop, expenses must drop by the same
amount. This is in contrast to head-

quarters, program offices, etc., that are
“mission funded” directly in the defense
budget.)

The illustration on p.__ (published in
Leading Product Development by Wheel-
wright and Clark, 1995) depicts the in-
novation funnel that all organizations
must manage to stay competitive over
the years. Firms can fall down at any of
the stages of innovation, but this article
focuses only on “idea generation”—the
stage at the mouth of the funnel. Re-
grettably, it is also a stage at which many
large organizations within the Federal
Government fall short.  

In recognition that our innovation in
computing and information technology
lags behind the private sector, for ex-
ample, the Pentagon's Director of Force
Transformation is floating “venture cap-
ital” projects to provide start-up money
for technology firms with good ideas.
In the parts of the DoD financed by the
Working Capital Fund, “venture capi-
tal” programs hold much potential to
spur ideas internally. 

What is Venture Capital?
To be successful, innovation requires
not only ideas but also money (i.e., cap-
ital) and talent to develop the ideas. Most
entrepreneurs cannot finance the busi-
ness themselves, so they seek capital
from a variety of sources. Banks (i.e.,
commercial lenders) are an important
source of start-up financing for new
businesses. However, businesses are un-
likely to receive bank loans if they lack
hard assets (land, buildings, and equip-
ment) for collateral; have large degrees
of uncertainty about their future; or will
suffer several years of losses prior to
earning money. 

Venture capitalists accept the high risk
of start-ups, but they demand owner-
ship of a large portion of the firms and
strict control rights in return for con-
tributing their expertise and a relatively
modest amount of money. Entrepreneurs
often resist these controls, striving to re-
tain ownership at all costs. They often
have little choice, however, if their idea
is to be incubated and brought to life.
Unfortunately, great ideas often make



slow progress without outside capital
infusions. 

Banks tend to approve one-third or one-
fourth of loans requested by established
companies, but venture capitalists ap-
prove only one out a hundred of the
proposals presented to them. Of 10 in-
vestments made by a venture capitalist,
five may be total write-offs, three may
be modest successes, one will double
the initial investment, and one will re-
turn the investment 50- to 100-fold.
Making sure you have a big winner is
the goal—not making sure there are no
losers. This philosophy runs contrary
to the DoD's risk-averse culture.

Discipline is critical for venture capital-
ists, and any “venture capital” program
in the DoD must evaluate ideas with
equivalent discipline, even though fi-
nance and other business skills are in
short supply in the DoD. Even in the
private sector, venture capitalists have
low rates of return when they tend to
take bigger risks and accept lower
returns because they feel that the en-
trepreneur's idea is attractive for “non-
financial” reasons. The necessary disci-
pline includes a dry-eyed look at
expected revenue—the most important
measure of a project's value.

Reward Your Innovators
Your organization's working level, which
not surprisingly contains most of your
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workforce, has almost all of the poten-
tial ideas for innovation. These people
are much closer to the technology and
warfighter (and to market opportuni-
ties) than are upper- or mid-level man-
agers. However, the risk vs. reward
trade-off for potential entrepreneurs in
most organizations is long on risk and
short on reward. Few employees will
risk a bruising battle with the defend-
ers of the status quo when our poten-
tial payoff is so meager.

The current environment for DoD em-
ployees clearly offers only scant incen-
tives to innovators. In many cases, your
innovators see a long struggle ahead to
win over the bureaucracy—and give up
before starting. No wonder few ideas
emerge.

Barriers to innovation need to come
down, and motivators of innovation
need to go way, way up. We want per-
formance awards, visibility, career mo-
bility and progression, promotion, nov-
elty, impact, meaning, exhilaration,
wealth, and freedom to run our pro-
grams, among other things. Entrepre-
neurs get all these in, for example, Sil-
icon Valley. “Entrepreneurs” in the DoD
get almost none.

Money and control of one's destiny are
extremely strong motivators, if Silicon
Valley is any example. Employees have
to believe that the best way to win big

is to be part of building something new.
That means providing additional in-
centives for employees who are willing
to take a risk on something out of the
ordinary. It's not enough to remove the
barriers—we must positively provide
incentives for employees to abandon the
familiar for the unconventional.

We, in the DoD, should strongly con-
sider privatizing entrepreneurial teams
and giving innovators the chance to be-
come wealthy through their own com-
panies. Spinning-off small parts of the
DoD's field activities could be highly
motivating to some of the workforce.

But even if a “venture capital” program
does not lead to privatization, it pro-
vides another source of funds to our
budding entrepreneurs, another set of
ears to objectively consider the idea, and
another option for funding. The program
should provide ideas an easy stroll to ac-
ceptance, vs. the uphill struggle and war of
attrition they now face. 

Innovation Through Venturing
Capital Market
The market for capital in Silicon Val-
ley is nothing like the market for cap-
ital in DoD or any other large organi-
zation. In a large firm it is almost
impossible for someone seven layers
down to get a couple hundred thou-
sand dollars to try out a new idea. Cap-
ital budgeting at high levels and aver-
sion to risk eliminate any chance that
ideas at the working level will be
funded in a timely way—but market-
driven creativity cannot depend on an
annual budget cycle. Pots of money
must be “prepositioned” to quickly get
the ball rolling whenever ideas are iden-
tified. The discipline mentioned ear-
lier means that in years with few good
ideas, most of the prepositioned funds
get returned to the sponsor.

Top-down resource allocation, and the
painstaking financial analysis that un-
derlies it, do have a place in companies
and within DoD. It can't be the only
game in town, however. It's vitally im-
portant to manage the downside risk of
big investments in the core business. It's
equally important to unleash the ideas

Innovation Projects are Managed Through Stages

Idea
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Project
Definition

Concept
Development Detailed

Development
Market
Launch

periodic milestone reviewspreproject idea
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project
authorization
and staffing
(with a clear
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product/
project
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product
specified

product
launch

readiness
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and passion that will create new busi-
nesses or transform the core.

Large amounts of money are not neces-
sary to create enormous value. In the
United States, the average first-round
investment for a start-up is $500,000.
This is for companies that inside of a
decade can be valued at over $1 billion.
In WCF organizations, a good project
should attract multiple investors from
within the organization. The $500,000
average first-round investment would
ensure significant progress; most pro-
jects would need far less to start up.

In the private sector, venture capital in-
vestors often get a large percentage of
the gains (for example, 20 percent) for
a finite period of several years, and then
the start-up has to pay back the origi-
nal investment (usually by going pub-
lic). Venture capitalists might risk 1 per-
cent of the money and get 20 percent
of the gain. The internal rate of return
of the average venture capital firm is es-
timated to be about 40 percent. High
returns are appropriate for the high risk
involved, whether the venture is in the
DoD or the private sector.

Depending on the format 
chosen, the term “venture

capital” might describe 
DoD programs incor-

rectly. Funding could 
be provided simply

through internal

“loans” (e.g., a funding document from
one department to another and an agree-
ment to repay under certain terms).
However, this “commercial loan” format
includes implicit or explicit guarantees
of repayment that are inappropriate for
venture efforts; the idea is to motivate
the lender to promote the project and
lend talent, ideas, and experience to the
effort. “Commercial loans” don't do this. 

(Note that if the “commercial loan”
model is used, the question of collateral
must be addressed. If a project is dis-
appointing and expected revenues do
not materialize, the “commercial lender”
should have rights to assets such as
equipment, vehicles, etc., of the bor-
rower.) 

Collaboration between the lender and
entrepreneur is more likely if the guar-
antee of repayment is eliminated.
Strengthening the financial incentives
for a win-win situation should improve
communication, teamwork, and rela-
tionships. Our lenders need to have a
strong interest in seeing the project suc-
ceed—in other words, they should lose
their investment if the project fails.

To strengthen teaming between
branches, etc., and to create a vested in-
terest on both sides, an investment of
$100,000 might require 25 percent of
revenues (not principle) be paid to the
lender for five years. Failure to gener-
ate revenue means the investor loses
money; conversely, a hot-selling prod-
uct makes money for both the lender

and entrepreneur.

Specific terms of each transaction are
negotiable—a true capital market would
not allow monitoring for “fair” agree-
ments. Business acumen will be re-
warded and strengthened. Clearly, esti-
mates of revenue and the underlying
assumptions will be critical for thorough
financial analysis to support investment
decisions.

Idea Market
Silicon Valley is tapped into its work-
force's creativity like nowhere else. An
average-sized venture capital firm in Sil-
icon Valley gets as many as 5,000 un-
solicited business plans a year. How
many unsolicited business plans does
the average senior vice president of a
big company get? Five? Ten? Zero?

A constant supply of ideas is critical to
venture capital. One could easily argue,
however, that our flow of ideas from the
DoD's WCF organizations and labora-
tories is a mere trickle. Instead of creat-
ing, we focus only on hammering down
costs and outsourcing inefficient
processes. Few would disagree that we
are in a stewardship mode vs. an entre-
preneurial mode, and that the current
goal is to get better at what we are al-
ready doing. Operational efficiency is
the focus.

Being innovative is the exception in the
DoD when it should be the rule—an
impossible situation to reverse without
a market for ideas. This won't happen
until large incentives are offered to those
who are creative.

Talent Market
The lack of a low-friction “talent mar-
ket” within our commands will hurt in-
novation. In Silicon Valley, 20 percent
employee turnover is the norm as the

most talented move to wherever the
most intriguing innovation is oc-

curring. Very few DoD managers



will encourage or even allow our best
talent to up and leave for six months,
especially if the temporary reassignment
is to a “competing” organization. 

Civilian managers tend to feel “owner-
ship” of their subordinates and want
them to continue in their present ca-
pacity, regardless of the employee's am-
bitions or need for rejuvenation. How-
ever, creative and ambitious people
trapped in a box will leave—better that
they are offered the chance to do some-
thing different within the command. Un-
fortunately, managers often put their
parochialism above the better good, even
though they know that the marginal
value a talented employee adds to a busi-
ness running on autopilot is often a frac-
tion of the value that individual could
add to a venture not yet out of the
proverbial garage.

Innovation and new ideas tend to come
from new voices, so the constant move-
ments of people (i.e., voices) within and
between commands will only fuel in-
novation. Shell Petroleum is an excel-
lent example. According to a Shell man-
ager, “Jobs are listed on Shell's intranet,
and with a two-month notice employ-
ees can go and work on anything that
interests them. There are no barriers hin-
dering people from going to work on
whatever fires their imagination.”

A Monsanto manager said, “Because we
don't have a lot of structure, people will
flow toward where success and inno-
vation are taking place. We have a free-
market system where people can move,
so you have an outflow of people in
areas where not much progress is being
made.”

Corporate Examples
Private sector corporations often initi-
ate internal “venture capital” programs
to spur innovation, where a stated goal
is to spin out the new businesses as new
companies. Firms spun-out into sepa-
rate companies are usually controlled
by the parent company through stock
ownership. This prevents the new com-
pany from competing directly with the
parent, yet frees the new company from
the bureaucracy of the parent and al-
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lows the new management to focus
more intently on market opportunities.
This approach to innovation provides
strong motivation for idea generation
and internal entrepreneurs—in a word,
it's a way to get rich.

Opportunities exist for DoD to follow
the same model and spin-out small, cut-
ting-edge, innovative businesses, but
lawyers first need to explore the legal
environment; significant changes to
statutes would probably be necessary.
Initially, the spun-out companies could
be owned partly by the government—
a situation with ample precedent in most
countries today and in U.S. history. 

Some will argue that America's push to
shrink government and consolidate the
defense industry flies in the face of cre-
ating state-owned enterprises. In real-
ity, it is an interim step to shed parts of
the DoD while invigorating the mar-
ketplace with nimble, entrepreneurial
niche players. If equity ownership and
control of the new firms are not re-
quired, contracts and outright grants
can provide the funds to spin-out firms;
the U.S. Small Business Investment
Company and Small Business Innova-
tion Research programs are relevant
models.

Historically, corporate America has per-
ceived venture programs as inviting be-
cause corporations, like DoD, extract
only a fraction of the value that their Re-
search and Development laboratories
generate. Many of the best ideas lan-
guish, unused, for a variety of reasons.
(A good example here would be inter-
nal resistance to compete with existing
products or an inability to take advan-
tage of the initial insight.) Venture pro-
grams are viewed as an attractive means
to get good ideas to the market. Though
companies are not required to report ef-
forts in this area, it is estimated that al-
most all Fortune 100 companies have
venture programs. 

WCF “Venture Capital”
Programs
A formal process is needed to get our en-
trepreneurs together with our capitalists.
Each level of the organization (Division,

Directorate, Department, and Branch)
should be able to seek both funding and in-
vestment opportunities. 

Setting up an office to focus on “venture
capital” is a small price to pay consid-
ering the potential payoffs. However,
failing to dedicate personnel—at a min-
imum a part-time panel of experts and
“entrepreneurs” who will advocate in-
novating, funding the best ideas, and
coaching the development of action
plans—can doom such efforts before
they really begin. These dedicated in-
dividuals should not be drawn from the
ranks of those currently approving re-
source allocations like military con-
struction, equipment, etc. This would
give unorthodox ideas a better chance
of being funded.

Defenders of our old business model
should not have veto power over new
business models. Often, new ideas get
squashed for no other reason than that
they threaten to cannibalize the revenues
of an existing business. For this reason,
ideas should not flow up through any
managers; ideas should be submitted
directly to the team.

Nobody can assume that the next great
thing will come from an upper manager
running the last great thing. Excusing
the vast majority of a workforce from
the responsibility of strategic thinking
is commonplace, yet tremendously
wasteful of talent because those at the
top typically are unlikely to generate
truly revolutionary ideas. Therefore, the
program should be aimed at the work-
ing levels (i.e., below GS-13), where the
majority of workers and ideas reside. 

Encouraging innovation is the primary
goal. The toughest problem will be to
get our people to submit their ideas. Pre-
cious few hoops should be placed in
front of prospective “entrepreneurs” to
jump through before they receive money.
A robust business plan, thorough pro-
jections of revenue, etc., are not neces-
sary at the initial stage and would only
deter those with ideas. Dedicating a half
of a percent of revenue annually to pay
passionate people to explore 10 or 20
unconventional ideas, build prototypes,



try new logistics approaches, etc., is
peanuts.

For ideas that are not funded or for
funded projects that go nowhere, the
culture must show appreciation for the
attempt. The U.S. economy is robust
partly because bankruptcies do not pre-
vent entrepreneurs from starting again;
in most of the world, entreprezneurs get
only one chance. If we want lots of new
ideas, let’s reward them.

Get Radical
A persistent, yet unfounded belief per-
vades our nation's business culture: that
big organizations must always lose to nim-
ble start-ups. In theory, it should be eas-
ier for large companies to re-deploy re-
sources into new areas than for start-ups
to plead for funding and induce prospec-
tive employees to endure the hassles of
changing companies. 

Continuous innovation over decades is
a prerequisite for long-term existence,
but the culture in most WCF organiza-
tions fights innovation. A “venture cap-
ital” program is one step toward trans-
forming our culture of (non) innovation.
But it won't happen unless three inter-
connected vibrant markets emerge
within DoD:

• A market for ideas 
• A market for capital
• A market for talent. 

The goals are to get ideas flowing, and
at the same time get capital and talent
flowing spontaneously to the ideas—
major challenges within the DoD. In
most large companies, ideas, capital,
and talent are indolent. They don't move
unless someone orders them to move.
DoD's record of innovation (and specif-
ically of idea generation) is poor; radi-
cal change through the venture capital
model or a similar model can move us
forward—but dramatically different in-
centives to the workforce are required.

EEddiittoorr''ss  NNoottee::  The author welcomes
questions or comments on this article.
Contact him at Lewismr@.navsea.navy.
mil.
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ANTI-TERROR WAR REQUIRES
ALL-OUT LOGISTICS EFFORT

Linda D. Kozaryn

WASHINGTON, March 22, 2002—It may be taking a little “magic,”
but the military's logistics system is keeping up with the demands
generated by the war against terrorism, according to Pete Aldridge,

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics. 

Operation Enduring Freedom in Central Asia and Operation Noble Eagle
stateside are requiring an all-out effort by the military logistics specialists
who provide food, fuel, equipment, spare parts, weapons and ammunition,
he told reporters today at a Pentagon roundtable. 

“It is stressful; there's no doubt about it,” Aldridge said. “We're flying the
wings off airplanes and trying to haul fuel into the Afghanistan area and Pak-
istan basically by airlift, which is a terrible way to do it.” 

The Under Secretary said he was briefed yesterday by the Defense Logistics
Agency, which has been on a 24-hour, seven-day-a-week shift since Sept. 11
to make sure people are getting the supplies they need. 

“How they do it? It's magic. But they always do it,” he said. “You never hear
complaints. If you talk to the customers, they are delighted. They are get-
ting everything they need when they need it.” 

Aldridge said the number of precision-guided munitions used in the air cam-
paign against terrorist targets caused the military to ask manufacturers to
boost production rates. Production is up for both Joint Direct Attack Muni-
tions and laser-guided bomb units, he said. 

Usage of the weapons in Afghanistan was above what peacetime stockpiles
would support, Aldridge explained. “We've had to go back and readjust the
production rates,” he said. “We have funding in the emergency [budget] sup-
plemental to make that happen.” 

Officials said DoD doesn't plan to ask manufacturers to increase the num-
ber of facilities, but rather to “tool up” current ones to meet demands. Man-
ufacturers have gone to multiple shifts. 

DoD's aims to boost production to the maximum to rebuild stockpiles as
quickly as possible, Aldridge said. “The components can only be produced
at a certain rate,” he noted. “We'll fill (the stockpiles) up as quickly as we
can, at what we can afford to do and what the facilities will permit us to do
with the components that are available.” 

He said he's looking at production rates again to see if they're sufficient to
provide stockpiles that can handle any future contingency. “That's anybody's
guess as to what that might be and where it might be,” he said. 

EEddiittoorr’’ss  NNoottee::  This information is in the public domain at http://www.
defenselink.mil/news.
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NDIA Technology Trends 2003
Conference—Mid-Atlantic 
Congressional Caucus

Simulation Based Acquisition and DAU Support

From left: Thomas Fenerty, CEO, NAVMAR Applied Sciences Corp; Carl Englebert, NDIA

Conference Board of Directors; Congressman Curt Weldon (Pa.); and DAU Professor Randy

Zittel. Photo courtesy NAVMAR Applied Sciences Corp.

D
AU Professor Randy Zittel,
Northeast and Capital Region
campus, was recently invited to
speak at Technology Trends
2002 (TechTrends 2002), the

annual technology-driven, business de-
velopment conference and exhibit spon-
sored by the Strengthening the Mid-At-
lantic Region for Tomorrow (SMART)
Congressional Caucus and the National
Defense Industrial Association (NDIA).
TechTrends 2002 was held April 3-4 in
Baltimore, Md.

Zittel participated as a panelist on the
“Materials, Composites, and Nanotech-
nology” forum, which focused on using
information technology to facilitate col-
laboration in the development of new
materials. He specifically discussed SBA,
or Simulation Based Acquisition, the
DoD initiative that focuses on using ad-
vanced information collaborative tech-
nologies.

Leading-edge SBA activities were dis-
cussed during the session, including the
Aerospace Materials Technology Con-
sortium (AMTC) initiative being led by
Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR)
and the Office of Naval Research with
support from the SMART Caucus.
AMTC plans to provide a one-stop
telecollaborative virtual environment
spanning the national aerospace mate-
rials community, including government,
industry, and academic institutions, to
promote national security and compet-
itiveness.

In addition, the Defense Advanced Re-
search Projects Agency (DARPA)-spon-
sored/NAVAIR-managed Accelerated In-
sertion of Materials (AIM) Initiative is
targeted to streamline the Discovery to
Deployment processes for advanced ma-

terials technology through the use of
modeling and simulation, and advanced
test and engineering methodologies. 

While TechTrends 2002 is the third in
the TechTrends series, the SMART cau-
cus was formalized in 2001, with Con-
gressmen Rob Andrews (N.J.), Michael
Castle (Del.), Steny Hoyer (Md.), and
Curt Weldon (Pa.) leading the current
40 members.

U.S. Senator Barbara Mikulski (Md.)
and Navy Vice. Adm. Joseph Dyer,
Commander, Naval Sea Systems Com-
mand (NAVSEA) served as this year’s
keynote speakers. NAVSEA is also a
strong sponsor of the annual commer-

cial conference. A significant number of
DoD development agencies within the
four-state mid-Atlantic area participated
in the vendor exhibitions, showcasing
the high-technology initiatives that con-
tinue to fuel economic growth in the
mid-Atlantic region.

Congressman Weldon, caucus leader for
the conference, thanked Zittel and the
NDIA conference board of directors for
bringing their perspective on advanced
technology opportunities to such a
broad audience.

For further information on the Con-
gressional SMART Caucus, visit
http://www.smartcaucus.org/.
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The acquisition ladder is a tough climb
without the right education…DAU.

When was the last time you or one of your associ-
ates attended one of the 85 different acquisition
courses offered by the Defense Acquisition Uni-

versity at one of its 12 locations around the country?
Did you know tuition is free to qualifying industry person-

nel?
Are you current on the DoD 5000-series changes? Do you

know the latest acronyms and terms?
When was the last time you or your associates took an in-

troductory, intermediate, or advanced course in acquisition?
Did you know that DAU now offers 10 online courses? And

that seven more of its courses are a combination of Distance
Learning and Resident training?

We also offer fee-for-service consulting and research pro-
grams. And take advantage of our competitively priced con-
ference facilities.

Maybe it's time to talk to your training officer about some
more education. Or call the DAU Registrar at 1-888-284-4906
to see how we can structure an educational
program just for you.

Visit the DAU Web site for the DAU
2002 Catalog and other publications
at http://www.dau.mil or sign up to at-
tend online courses at DAU's Virtual
Campus: https://dau1.fedworld.gov/
dau/index.htm.



Joint Strike Fighter Attracts
More Partners

L I N D A  D .  K O Z A R Y N

WASHINGTON, March 22, 2002—Several
more countries intend to become partners
in developing the Joint Strike Fighter [JSF],

a family of three aircraft designed to replace air-
craft in the Air Force, Navy, Marine Corps, and
the British military. 

“We've been very pleased with the response from
the international partners on the Joint Strike
Fighter,” said Pete Aldridge, Under Secretary of
Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logis-
tics. During a Pentagon roundtable today with re-
porters, he outlined three levels of participation
countries are interested in. 

Level 1 is for “highly active partners,” he said, such
as the United Kingdom, which has contributed
$2 billion for JSF program development. “They
were involved with the source selection process,
and they have people in the project office,” he
said. 

Level 2 partners contribute $800 million to $1
billion, he said, and Italy and The Netherlands
are in the final processes of approving their part-
nership. “Their cabinets have approved joining
and they've now taken it to their parliament. A
decision is expected by the second week in April.” 

Level 3 partners contribute about $150 million
to participate in the aircraft's development.
Aldridge said Canada signed up in February, while
Denmark, Norway, and Turkey have announced
their intent to join. 

Singapore has also expressed interest in the JSF,
he said. At a recent air show there, Singaporean
officials talked about how they might participate,

RELEASED March 22, 2002

A Lockheed Martin X-35A Joint Strike Fighter receives

fuel from a KC-135 Stratotanker during a test over

California's Mojave Desert. 

DoD photo



“whether as an industrial partner or as a partici-
pant in some type of study,” he said. “We've in-
vited them to come.” 

U.S. officials expect still more countries will come
on board, he said, noting that the number of part-
ners will not affect the aircraft's unit cost. The
original estimate was based on the United States
and United Kingdom buying a total of 3,000 air-
craft. 

“We're anticipating that the international buy will
be in the thousands,” Aldridge added. 

The Navy recently completed a tactical air re-
quirements study mandated by the 2001 Defense
Planning Guidance. The study “validated the ab-
solute necessity of the Joint Strike Fighter,” he
said. “They have to have it—both the Navy and
the Marine Corps.”

The study, which has not yet been reviewed or
approved by Defense Department officials, rec-
ommends about a 30 percent cut in the number
of fighters the Navy and Marine Corps plan to
buy. Despite the study's findings, Aldridge assured
reporters, “This is not a program that is going
down the drain. I'll guarantee you that.

“This study will not have any impact on the force
structure of the Navy and Marine Corps until the
year 2020,” he explained. “It has no effect upon
the development program for the next four or five
years. It has no effect upon the production pro-
gram until the year 2012.”

It's difficult to predict what the military will need
in the year 2020, he said. But the Quadrennial
Defense Review process requires DoD officials to
“anticipate uncertainty and surprise.” It might
turn out the military can get by with fewer fight-

ers because of the JSF's “phenomenal” sortie rate,
reliability, and availability, he noted. 

“The world can change in the next two years,”
Aldridge said. “That's what happened with the B-
2 and the bomber forces.” Generally, he noted,
the bomber's capabilities these days take second
place to its munitions' ability to destroy targets
effectively.

U.S. defense officials are pursuing other oppor-
tunities for international cooperation. Aldridge
said some cooperative programs are already in
place, such as the Medium Extended Air Defense
System with Germany and Italy, and the Alliance
Ground Surveillance System with NATO. 

He talked about a group that looks for things [on
which to cooperate] that are meaningful in the
international arena. “We're looking for opportu-
nities that would make a difference and to do
things together without getting into export con-
trol hassles,” he said. 

“We're looking for other opportunities centered
around things like unmanned aerial vehicles, air-
to-air refueling, and combat identification. We've
found our allies are quite good at building smaller,
more mobile ships because they have smaller wa-
ters to defend. In fact, we're leasing a Norwegian
ship and an Australian ship to do some experi-
mentation.” 

Next month, the United States is hosting a con-
ference on international cooperation with the
United Kingdom, France, Germany, and Italy. 

“The Joint Strike Fighter is obviously going to be
high on everybody's list,” Aldridge concluded. 

EEddiittoorr’’ss  NNoottee:: This information is in the public
domain at http://www.defenselink.mil/news.
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Breslin is the Director of Technical Operations,
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Naval Sea Systems
Command, Washington, D.C. He is a graduate of
the Program Management Course (PMC 93-1),
Defense Systems Management College, Fort
Belvoir, Va. 

F I N A N C I A L  M A N A G E M E N T

Opportunities for Working Capital Fund
Organizations and Their Customers

Six Financial Challenges
D A V I D  A .  B R E S L I N

“Who of us would not be glad to lift the veil
behind which the future lies hidden; to cast
a glance at the next advances of our sci-
ence and at the secrets of its development
during future centuries?”

T
hus spoke Professor David
Hilbert in 1900 before the Inter-
national Congress of Mathe-
maticians in Paris, as he pre-
sented 23 unsolved mathematical

problems to his colleagues and the
world.

Hilbert, who was a brilliant mathe-
matician, wanted to challenge his col-
leagues in areas that would yield rich
rewards by advancing the science of
mathematics. So Hilbert presented a set
of problems designed specifically to ac-
complish that goal. He knew the prob-
lems must have solutions; he and his
colleagues just didn't know what those
solutions were. And he realized the en-
richment of the science of mathematics
did not come necessarily from the so-
lutions themselves, but rather from the
pursuit of those solutions. History
proved him to be right.

But the purpose here is not to talk about
mathematical problems. Rather, the pur-
pose here is to make an attempt at ap-
plying Hilbert's approach to financial
challenges facing Working Capital Fund
(WCF) organizations.
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Why?
Today's WCF organizations face finan-
cial challenges. These are not challenges
from a perspective that such organiza-
tions are somehow financially chal-
lenged. Quite the contrary—these are
challenges from a perspective that the
business environment of WCF organi-
zations continues to evolve and, there-
fore, the financial tools employed by
these organizations must evolve, too.
The evolution never ceases.

Behind these challenges lie opportuni-
ties for cost avoidance and improved ef-
ficiencies—all to the benefit of the cus-
tomer and the program manager. Behind
these challenges lie the best business
practices being called for by the Secre-
tary of Defense, the authors of the Quad-
rennial Defense Review, and countless
others.

The economics of a WCF is not treated
today as a science. But that doesn't mean
it shouldn't be. Maybe it should be, and
maybe we should follow Hilbert's ex-
ample. Like Hilbert's mathematical prob-
lems, solutions to certain financial chal-
lenges currently elude us. Given enough
time and effort, however, solutions can
be found.

Although mathematical in nature, the
financial challenges presented here are
significantly different from Hilbert's 23
unsolved mathematical problems. The
solutions to these challenges do not re-
quire great genius. In most cases, it's as
simple as applying commercial practices
to government organizations.

Nevertheless, these challenges are im-
portant and finding solutions may
greatly benefit the way in which busi-
ness is done. If for no other reason, so-
lutions should be sought because pub-
lic service is a public trust.

Working Capital Fund
Let's start with a brief summary on the
economics of a WCF, which relies on
sales revenue rather than direct appro-
priations to finance its continuing op-
erations. The mechanics are really quite

simple. A WCF intends to: 1) generate
sufficient revenue to cover the full costs
of its operations, and 2) operate on a
break-even basis over time (no profit
and no loss).

Customers, who generally can choose
where to purchase services, use ap-
propriated funds to finance orders
placed with a WCF organization. So in
a sense, a WCF organization operates
very much like a private business, ex-
cept for the absence of profit. In fact,
it's designed to work that way, as a
means of providing managers with a
powerful incentive to control costs and
satisfy customers.

Life, of course, does not work as per-
fectly as theory, and WCF organizations
occasionally wind up at the end of the
fiscal year with a profit or a loss. Profit
at the end of the year indicates that cus-
tomers paid too much for products and
services, resulting in a gain to the WCF.
Profits are returned to customers by a
forced reduction in the future labor rates
charged to customers. Loss at the end
of the year means that customers paid
too little, resulting in a drain to the WCF.
Losses are recovered by increasing the
future labor rates charged to customers.
It's as simple as that.

Six Financial Challenges
So what are some of the financial chal-
lenges facing WCF organizations? The
reader may recognize that all of the chal-
lenges are interrelated and should rec-
ognize that solving these challenges
could yield a holistic way of managing
the business of the organization.

Per Capita Contributions to U.S. Growth Rates—
1929 to 1982 

Contributions Due To Percent Contribution
Labor Input Except Education  . . . . . . .-12%
Education . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .27%
Capital  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .20%
Advances in Knowledge  . . . . . . . . . . . . .55%
Improved Resource Allocation . . . . . . . .16%
Economies of Scale  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .18%
Other  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .-24%

From Denison, Trends in American Economic Growth, 1929 - 1982, Brookings Institution
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Challenge 1—Projecting Future
Revenues with High Precision
A basic necessity of any large business
is to know the future business base a
priori. Otherwise, meaningful and effi-
cient planning in critical investment
areas such as hiring, capital equipment,
infrastructure, and so on is all but im-
possible. As instructed by John Kenneth
Galbraith, uncertainty in the planning
sector is despised.

For a WCF organization, the future busi-
ness base is whatever's contained in of-
ficial budget submittals. And many or-
ganizations have come to find that
official budget submittals, which rely
heavily on information from program
managers and other customers con-
cerning future orders, tend to reflect
something quite different from reality.
But if investment decisions made today
are based on inaccurate revenue pro-
jections, how good are those investment
decisions, and what is the impact on the
organization? The answer is only too ob-
vious.

Some existing techniques, primarily sta-
tistical, can be applied to improve our
knowledge of things such as future rev-
enues. For example, the difference be-
tween historical projections of revenue
and actual revenues can be looked upon
statistically as errors. In certain cases,
and with a sufficient database of histor-
ical errors, today's official budget pro-
jections can be corrected, yielding a more
accurate view of the future. Standard,
regression techniques can also help fur-
ther correct official budget projections
when some future orders are in fact
known a priori. And of course, still other
available regression techniques can be
applied to take advantage of underlying
processes (such as customer habits)
when they become known.

None of this would change official bud-
get submittals. But this would give the
decision maker a more accurate view of
the future. So the challenge here is to
apply accepted mathematical tools to
develop an expected value of revenue
as a means of knowing the future and
making better-informed investment de-
cisions.

Challenge 2—Optimizing
Cash on Hand
Cash is a non-earning asset and, there-
fore, cash balances should be minimized.
The sooner cash is spent, the sooner it
begins working for the organization.
Therefore, cash on hand incurs an op-
portunity cost.

This is a good rule from a business
school, but how does it apply to a WCF
organization? Some WCF organizations
maintain sizeable cash balances during
the year as a means of avoiding risk.
After all, what if expected revenues later
in the fiscal year fail to materialize, thus
causing the organization to end the year
in the red? As previously discussed, a
loss is compensated for by increases to
labor rates, perhaps driving future busi-
ness away and introducing the ever-
feared Death Spiral (see Challenge 3).
That's the cost of illiquidity in the WCF.

So having too much money on hand in-
curs an opportunity cost, but not having
enough money on hand incurs costs of
illiquidity. What's the optimal balance?

As long as a WCF organization ends up
even at the end of the year (no profit,
no loss), running cash balances can be
zero, or perhaps even negative. Then
again, WCF organizations must main-
tain reasonable cash buffers to protect
against possible losses (the probability
of such a loss might be determined from
Challenge 1). So an optimal balance

must be found between minimizing cash
balances and maintaining a sufficient
buffer as a means of managing risk. At
the beginning and end of the year, the
cash on hand is theoretically zero. In the
middle of the year, it's something else.
All of this suggests the existence of a
continuous, probabilistic, time-depen-
dent function that, by the way, is unique
for each WCF organization. So what is
that function?

Challenge 3—Challenging the
Paradigm of the Death Spiral
This challenge to some extent contra-
dicts a premise of Challenge 2. The
Death Spiral is well known in WCF or-
ganizations, often spoken of, and goes
something like this: “For whatever rea-
son, an organization loses money one
year.” The labor rates are then adjusted
upward in the future to compensate for
that loss. The increasing labor rates drive
customers and business away, which in
the WCF environment is the cost of illiq-
uidity, and results in ever-increasing
losses. Labor rates and accumulated
losses, thus coupled, spiral ever upward
and out of control and the organization
flies apart financially, not entirely un-
like an under-damped, spring-mass sys-
tem operating at a fundamental fre-
quency.

Managers of WCF organizations make
business decisions with the fear of the
Death Spiral in mind. But what if the
Death Spiral is fiction, or at least over-
rated? Then managers essentially are
making business decisions, such as
whether to make or defer a large capi-
tal investment, based on the false
premise, “better to defer that large in-
vestment lest we risk falling into the
Death Spiral.” The Death Spiral is cer-
tainly real. What one needs to question
is to what extent the Death Spiral ex-
ists?

Private industry has long recognized that
in many circumstances customers have
a range of price indifference, wherein
the decision to buy is not affected by
price. There is probably a similar range
of price indifference for customers who
buy labor from WCF organizations,
meaning that the cost of illiquidity might
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be less than one thinks. This is not to
suggest that organizations should be-
have recklessly and needlessly subject
customers to the risk of higher rates.
Rather, this is to suggest that there may
be room for greater risk to the ultimate,
long-term benefit of the customer.

Determining whether such a range of
price indifference exists, based on neo-
Keynesian principles, and understand-
ing its limits would allow managers to
make better-informed business deci-
sions.

Challenge 4—Optimizing the
Allocation of Financial Resources
Throughout DoD, decisions on where
to make discretionary investments often
rely upon multi-attribute decision-mak-
ing techniques. Multi-attribute decision
making is an operations research tech-
nique whereby individual alternatives
are objectively valued. (The details of
this technique are widely known and
will not be discussed here.)

Multi-attribute decision making works
very well when one is attempting to
identify the single best investment al-
ternative. It's very popular because of
its simplicity and the fact that it so
closely mimics cognitive processes. Un-
fortunately, multi-attribute decision
making is often misapplied.

When a manager is trying to identify a
portfolio of investment alternatives,
higher-level techniques such as integer
programming must be employed. Oth-
erwise, the selected portfolio of invest-
ments can be significantly sub-opti-
mized. One challenge of using
higher-level techniques, such as integer
programming, is that the results are often
counter-intuitive, making managers sus-
picious.

Mostly one thinks of the physical plant
(capital equipment, military construc-
tion, minor construction, maintenance
and repair) when thinking of discre-
tionary investments. However, discre-
tionary investments also include hiring,
training, and distribution of high-grade
authority. The challenge here is to apply
more advanced resource allocation tech-
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niques to the processes by which man-
agers make their investment decisions
as a means of getting more value for the
organization and, ultimately, the cus-
tomer.

Of course, one should keep in mind that
this does not even begin to address how
an investment alternative should be val-
ued in the first place.

Challenge 5—Valuing Investment
Alternatives
Challenge 1 justifies that uncertainty in
the planning sector is despised. But that's
not always the case. Increasingly, un-
certainty is actually being leveraged by
the planning sector for competitive ad-
vantage.

Very often, high degrees of certainty sur-
round investment options, especially in
government. In other words, the costs
and benefits of a potential investment
are known. In these cases, linear valu-
ation methods such as net present value
are appropriately employed to support
investment decisions. But what does one
do when high degrees of uncertainty
surround investment options? As has
been found in the pharmaceutical in-
dustry and other sectors of the econ-
omy, standard linear valuation methods
can yield erroneous results. In these
cases, non-linear methods for valuing
investment options must be considered.

Let's take an excursion for a moment
and think about stock options. An op-
tion is the right, but not the obligation,
to take an action in the future. A stock
option often consists of Party A promis-
ing to sell stock at a specified price to
Party B at a future date. Until that fu-
ture date, the value of the option rises
and falls as the expected value of the
stock in question rises and falls. Party
B has choices. Party B can ignore the op-
tion, sell the option to a third party, or
exercise the option to buy at the speci-
fied price at a future date. Buying and
selling options is a big business; and
now an entire industry surrounds the
valuing of options or option pricing.

Now, think for a moment about the de-
cision to maintain and invest in a facil-

ity, capability, or project; or to sell or
abandon a facility, capability, or project.
Each of these decisions is akin to mak-
ing a decision on a stock option. Each
is called a Real Option.

If we're talking about a facility, the fa-
cility may be a Research and Develop-
ment (R&D) facility, a depot facility, or
some other type of facility. Irrespective
of the type of facility, a facility can have
an unknown future value, like the un-
known future value of a stock. For ex-
ample, an R&D facility may (or may
not) achieve a major breakthrough sev-
eral years hence, yielding extremely high
value for the programs it supports. A
depot facility may (or may not) possess
a surge capacity that is absolutely criti-
cal during conflict. This is where un-
certainty comes in. As such, a facility
can have some future value to the DoD
that is unknown a priori.

When uncertainty is present, linear
methods such as net present value can
grossly underestimate the value of an
option, leading the decision maker to
miss incredible investment opportuni-
ties. In such cases probabilistic meth-
ods can be employed to determine the
true value of an option. And using non-
linear techniques to value these invest-
ment options can lead to better deci-
sions.

Private industry has leveraged these
methods with amazing success. But how
does one effectively apply these non-lin-
ear methods to a WCF organization?

Challenge 6—Measuring and
Managing Workforce Productivity
For the most part, federal employees do
not contribute directly to Gross Do-
mestic Product (GDP). That's because
federal employees, for the most part, do
not produce those things that are
counted under the heading of GDP. So
economists have generally ignored the
productivity of federal employees, and
traditional methods of measuring work-
force productivity (essentially GDP per
labor hour, or output over input) do not
apply. Nevertheless, federal employees
are productive, changes in their pro-
ductivity do occur, and increases in their
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productivity enhance the value of the
organization to customers and the DoD.

The difficulty lies in how the output of
employees is valued. The product that
customers of white-collar, WCF orga-
nizations usually purchase is labor hours
(hl). That's the input. The value of those
labor hours or output to the customer is
assumed equal to the cost of those
hours, based on the labor rate (hl x rl).
After adjusting for inflation, the cost of
labor does not change appreciably, and
the output over input (hl x rl / hl = rl) does
not change appreciably, thus leaving per-
ceived productivity relatively flat. The
error lies in assuming the value of the
output is equal to the cost of the applied
labor hours, when in reality the value
may be (and better be) much, much
more.

So, what the changes in productivity in
white-collar, WCF environments are,
and more important, what contributes
to changes in productivity are mostly
unknown to us. The challenge here is
to find ways of measuring productivity
and to identify those things that most
contribute to increased productivity. The
table on p. __  applies to the U.S. econ-
omy overall from 1929 to 1982. Imag-
ine if a manager possessed similar
knowledge for a WCF organization.

Knowing what things contribute most
to increased productivity would allow
that manager to allocate resources much
more effectively to the ultimate benefit
of the organization and the customer.

So, how does one measure productiv-
ity and the contributors to productivity
in a WCF organization?

The Way Ahead
As with Hilbert a hundred years ago,
the challenges presented here are not
intended to represent the complete set
of challenges facing WCF organizations
today and in the future. It's certainly not
an exhaustive list. In fact, some of the
challenges presented here may be
worded incorrectly and may not even
be the correct ones, in that the benefit
of pursuing a solution is lacking.

But as with Hilbert a hundred years ago,
the challenges presented here are in-
tended to provoke thoughtful consid-
eration of where we are, where we could
go, and how we might get there. They
are intended to provoke us into view-
ing and treating the economics of the
WCF as the legitimate science it is. Solv-
ing these six challenges could lead ulti-
mately to some sort of Unified Field The-
ory for the economics of a WCF.

Hilbert challenged mathematicians to
think axiomatically, and the results were
phenomenal. We should challenge our-
selves to do no less. The opportunities
for improving financial management ap-
pear unlimited, and we should be grate-
ful that these types of challenges exist.
After all, as Hilbert said:

“As long as a branch of science offers an
abundance of problems, so long is it alive;
a lack of problems foreshadows extinction
or the cessation of independent develop-
ment.”

May the economics of the WCF thrive!

EEddiittoorr''ss  NNoottee::  The author welcomes
questions or comments on this article.
Contact him at BreslinDA@navsea.navy.
mil.

The Department of Defense (DoD) plans to award $45
million to academic institutions to support the purchase
of research instrumentation. The 209 awards to 102

academic institutions are expected to range from about
$50,000 to $1 million and average $213,000. All awards
are subject to the successful completion of negotiations be-
tween DoD research offices and the academic institutions. 

The awards are made under the Defense University Research
Instrumentation Program (DURIP). The DURIP supports
the purchase of state-of-the-art equipment that augments
current capabilities or develops new university capabilities
to perform cutting-edge defense research. 

The DURIP meets a critical need by enabling DoD-sup-
ported university researchers to purchase scientific equip-
ment costing $50,000 or more. The researchers generally
have difficulty purchasing instruments costing that much
under research contracts and grants. 

This announcement is the result of a merit competition for
DURIP funding conducted by four research offices: the Army
Research Office, Office of Naval Research, Air Force Office
of Scientific Research, and the Advanced Technology De-
velopment Directorate of the Missile Defense Agency. The
offices solicited proposals from university investigators work-
ing in areas of importance to the DoD, such as information
technology, remote sensing, propulsion, electronics and
electro-optics, advanced materials, and ocean science and
engineering. In response to the solicitation, the research of-
fices received 733 proposals requesting $192 million in
support for research equipment. 

The complete list of winning proposals is on the Web at
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Mar2002/d20020320dur.
pdf. 

EEddiittoorr''ss  NNoottee::  This information is in the public domain at
http://www.defenselink.mil/news.

DOD AWARDS $45 MILLION TO UNIVERSITIES FOR RESEARCH EQUIPMENT
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Gary Hitt, DAU Chief of Facilities Maintenance at
Fort Belvoir, Va., hangs a banner over Scott Hall
welcoming students attending DAU’s last Ad-

vanced Program Management Course (APMC 02-
2),which began May 13. The 14-week Advanced Pro-
gram Management Course, which has been the
University’s flagship course in program management
since 1995, is being replaced by the new PMT-352,

Program Management Office Course. The new PMT-
352, designed to provide acquisition managers with
Level III certification in program management, con-
sists of 50 hours of Internet lessons over 60 days,
and six weeks of resident classroom instruction.
APMC’s predecessor was the 20-week Program Man-
agement Course (PMC), which was first offered at
the Defense Systems Management School in 1971.



DoD Releases Selected 
Acquisition Reports

The Department of Defense has released details
on major defense acquisition program cost and
schedule changes since the September 2001 re-

porting period. This information is based on the Se-
lected Acquisition Reports (SARs) submitted to the
Congress for the Dec. 31, 2001 reporting period. 

SARs summarize the latest estimates of cost, sched-
ule, and technical status. These reports are prepared
annually in conjunction with the President's bud-
get. Subsequent quarterly exception reports are re-
quired only for those programs experiencing unit
cost increases of at least 15 percent or schedule de-
lays of at least six months. Quarterly SARs are also
submitted for initial reports, final reports, and for
programs that are rebaselined at major milestone de-
cisions. 

The total program cost estimates provided in the
SARs include research and development, procure-
ment, military construction, and acquisition-related
operation and maintenance (except for pre-Mile-
stone B programs, which are limited to development
costs pursuant to 10 USC §2432). Total program
costs reflect actual costs to date as well as future an-
ticipated costs. All estimates include anticipated in-
flation allowances. 

The current estimate of program acquisition costs
for programs covered by SARs for the prior report-
ing period (Sept. 2001) was $790,402.3 million.
After subtracting the costs for final reports and adding
the costs for five new programs—Active Electroni-
cally Scanned Array (AESA), Global Hawk, Joint
Simulation System (JSIMS), T-AKE, and Wideband
Gapfiller—in September 2001, the adjusted current
estimate of program acquisition costs was $796,795.5
million. There was a net cost increase of $133,327.7
million or 18.2 percent during the current report-
ing period (December 2001). However, since 56 pro-
grams of the 70 programs reported here did not up-
date their outyear budget streams since the December
1999 reporting period, most of this growth has oc-

curred over a two-year period vice a three-month
period. As in past net cost increase calculations, funds
have been excluded for programs submitting new
(“initial”) SARs. For this SAR submission cycle, these
programs are C-130 Avionics Modernization Pro-
gram (AMP), C-5 Reliability [Enhancement] and Re-
Engining Program (RERP), Ballistic Missile Defense
System (BMDS), and Blackhawk Upgrade (UH-60M). 

This increase was due primarily to higher program
estimates (+$56.1 billion), additional engineering
changes (hardware/software) (+$19.2 billion), and
a net stretch-out of the development and procure-
ment schedules (+$8.2 billion). There was also a net
increase in the planned quantities to be purchased
(+$42.8 billion) along with the associated support
costs (+$11.8 billion). These increases were partially
offset by the application of lower escalation indices
(-$4.9 billion). 

For more details on cost changes and other SAR in-
formation, see the following Web links:

SSuummmmaarryy  TTaabbllee  
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Apr2002/d200204
11summary.pdf 

SSuummmmaarryy  EExxppllaannaattiioonnss  ooff  SSiiggnniiffiiccaanntt  SSAARR  CCoosstt
CChhaannggeess  
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Apr2002/d200204
11changes.pdf 

SSAARR  PPrrooggrraamm  AAccqquuiissiittiioonn  CCoosstt  SSuummmmaarryy  iinn
DDoollllaarrss  
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Apr2002/d200204
11costs.pdf 

AAccrroonnyymmss
http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Dec2001/d200112
07acronym.pdf 

EEddiittoorr''ss  NNoottee::  This information is in the public do-
main at http://www.defenselink.mil/news. 

IMMEDIATE RELEASE April 11, 2002



Participate in the E-Gov 2002 Conference — 
45 Sessions & 12 Tutorials

A complete educational program designed by and 

for E-Government professionals
Mark Your 
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E-Gov 2002 

in June.

Don’t Miss These Confirmed Keynotes –
FREE to all E-Gov 2002 Attendees

2-Day All-Inclusive FREE Exposition Including:

The E-Gov 2002 Exposition
More than 300 premier exhibitors from in-
dustry and government

Homeland Security Pavilion 
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A showcase of application kiosks 
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A t t e n d  D A U ’ s  N e w

Operating & Support Cost
Analysis Course BCF 215

L e a r n i n g  O b j e c t i v e s
• Learn techniques and data sources for estimating

operating and support costs
• Apply basic economic analysis techniques through

practical exercises and case studies
• Discuss special topics: R-TOC, CAIV,A-76 estimates

T a r g e t  A u d i e n c e
Cost Estimators, Logisticians, Operations Research
Analysts, Engineers, Contract Specialists, Economists,
Management Analysts, Budget Analysts,Program An-
alysts.

F r e e  t o  Q u a l i f i e d  A p p l i c a n t s  –  
I n c l u d i n g  I n d u s t r y

Industry personnel who qualify are welcome to
attend this assignment-specific course – and tuition
is free!

P r e r e q u i s i t e s
No prerequisites are required, but we recommend
you have two years of experience in defense acquisi-
tion cost estimating, fianancial management,
logistics, engineering, or program management.

C o m p e t e n c y
Competence in algebra is required. BCF101 and
ACQ201 are highly recommended.

C o u r s e  O f f e r i n g s
22-26 July 2002 • 19-23 August 2002

O t h e r  S c h e d u l e  O p t i o n s
All DefenseAcquisition University courses are
currently scheduled at the Capital and Northeast Re-
gion, Fort Belvoir, Virginia Campus, but overwhelm-
ing demand may bring the course to a location near
you.

C a l l  N o w !
Call the DAU Registrar at
1-888-284-4906 or
e-mail: registrar@dau.mil.
View the complete DAU Catalog 
at http://www.dau.mil.

A t t e n d  D A U ’ s  N e w



DoD Certifies Six Acquisition
Programs

J I M  G A R A M O N E

W
ASHINGTON (May 3, 2002—The De-
fense Department has certified six ac-
quisition projects to Congress under the
Nunn-McCurdy Law. 

The certification allows the programs to move for-
ward, said Pete Aldridge, Defense Under Secre-
tary for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics,
during a press roundtable May 2. 

The Nunn-McCurdy Law requires the Secretary
of Defense to certify that programs with a 25 per-
cent cost increase are necessary for national se-
curity. It also mandates the Department put con-
trols in place to get costs under control. 

Programs not certified are canceled. The most re-
cent—and so far, only—case of that was the Navy's
Area Terminal Defense System in December. 

Aldridge said four criteria are used for certifica-
tions: Is the program essential for national secu-
rity? Is there an equally capable, lower-cost alter-
native available? Are costs under control? Is there
management in place to keep spending under con-
trol? 

He certified all six programs that ran into Nunn-
McCurdy limits. 

The first is the H-1 helicopter. DoD is “remanu-
facturing” 280 H-1 replacements for the AH-1
Cobra and for the UH-1 Huey, Aldridge said. The
plan calls for the Huey and Cobra to have com-
mon engines, tail rotors, and other components.
“So there's a great logistics benefit from having
commonality of the two approaches,” he said,
adding alternatives are “vastly more expensive.” 

Aldridge also certified the CH-47 Chinook heli-
copter program. “We're going to remanufacture
317 CH-47s for the heavy lift helicopter replace-
ment,” he said. “Every alternative was two to three
times more expensive.” 

The LPD-17 Amphibious Transport Dock Ship
program is also certified. There are four ships
under contract, leading to a 12-ship buy. “Ninety-
five percent of the design has been completed,”
Aldridge said. “Most of the problems are behind
us.” 

Aldridge had to certify the chemical demilitariza-
tion program because it's governed by treaty. He
said DoD continues to examine alternative tech-
nologies to accelerate the process. 

The Multiple-Launch Rocket System [MLRS] up-
grade program also gained certification. Upgrades
include improved launchers, the development of
a GPS [Global Positioning System] guidance sys-
tem, and extended missile range, he said. MLRS
is a joint program with Germany, Italy, France,
and the United Kingdom. 

The last of the six is the Space-based Infrared Sys-
tem-High. “This is the replacement for the cur-
rent ballistic missile early-warning system with
the added requirements for technical intelligence
and missile defense,” Aldridge said. “This is es-
sential for national security. The alternatives were
much more expensive given the state of the cur-
rent program. 

EEddiittoorr’’ss  NNoottee:: This information is in the public
domain at http://www.defenselink.mil/news.

RELEASED May 3, 2002
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DAU Visual Arts and Press Director Greg Caruth
(right) debuts DAU’s newest exhibit at FOSE 2002
on March 19. FOSE is the annual Federal Office

Systems Exhibition for government employees and
defense industry, held in the D.C. Convention Cen-
ter. Caruth, who has served the University as art di-
rector for nearly three decades, designed and devel-
oped this year’s exhibit. He has designed a number of
exhibits over the years—all of them unique, and all
of them show stoppers. Pharaoh is Mike Dorton.
DAU photo

Studies over the past 10 years have high-
lighted the difficulties in transferring tech-
nology from research laboratories to devel-

opment organizations. In 1999, the Deputy
Under Secretary of Defense (Science and Tech-
nology) sponsored the development of an au-
tomated tool to facilitate technology transition.
The Virtual Technology Expo (VTE) went into
production in October 2000. Designed to ad-
vise the Requirements and Acquisition com-
munities of new technology developments, the
VTE contains descriptions of technology ad-
vancements and points of contact for obtaining
more detailed information.

The technology database is provided as a re-
stricted service through the World Wide Web
(https://vte.dtic.mil). While the database is cur-
rently available, upon registration, only to U.S.

government employees and their contractors,
an enhancement will soon be completed to pro-
tect several levels of information sensitivity. At
that time, access will be expanded to include
industry, academia, and international technol-
ogy partners.

VTE users may locate information by selecting
Defense Technology Areas or Joint Warfighting
Capabilities; by searching the text of technology
descriptions for specific criteria; or by finding the
organization or point of contact for research pro-
jects. Likewise, they may submit technology pro-
ject descriptions along with multimedia docu-
ments, presentations, pictures, diagrams, and
videos.

Communication is key! With the participation of
the Science and Technology, Requirements, and

Acquisition communities, the VTE can expand
its database of information to include many
sources of technology research. This consoli-
dated database should enable users to:

• Plan for future technology upgrades.
• Monitor commercial technology and product

development.
• Find technologies that may enhance military

capabilities.
• Choose which technologies to leverage and

which to develop with their own resources.
• Develop and refine requirements.
• Prepare analysis of alternatives assessments.
• Showcase research efforts to a wider audi-

ence.

For additional information, send an email to
vte_help@dtic.mil.

READ ABOUT THE LATEST IN TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENTS
VISIT THE ONLINE VIRTUAL TECHNOLOGY EXPO AT HTTPS://VTE.DTIC.MIL



Defense Systems Management College (DSMC)
http://www.dsmc.dau.mil
DSMC educational products and services; course
schedules; job opportunities.

Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency
(DARPA)
http://www.darpa.mil
News releases; current solicitations; “Doing Business
with DARPA.”

Defense Information Systems Agency (DISA)
http://www.disa.mil
Structure and mission of DISA; Defense Information
System Network; Defense Message System; Global
Command and Control System; much more!

National Imagery and Mapping Agency
http://www.nima.mil
Imagery; maps and geodata; Freedom of Information
Act resources; publications. 

Defense Modeling and Simulation Office
(DMSO)
http://www.dmso.mil
DoD Modeling and Simulation Master Plan; document
library; events; services. 

Defense Technical Information Center (DTIC)
http://www.dtic.mil/
Technical reports; products and services; registration
with DTIC; special programs; acronyms; DTIC FAQs. 

Defense Electronic Business Program Office
(DEBPO)
http://www.defenselink.mil/acq/ebusiness/
Policy; newsletters; Central Contractor Registration;
Assistance Centers; DoD EC Partners.

Open Systems Joint Task Force
http://www.acq.osd.mil/osjtf
Open Systems education and training opportunities;
studies and assessments; projects, initiatives and
plans; reference library.

Government Education and Training Network
(GETN) (For Department of Defense Only)
http://atn.afit.af.mil
Schedule of distance learning opportunities.

Government-Industry Data Exchange Program
(GIDEP)
http://www.gidep.corona.navy.mil
Federally funded co-op of government-industry par-
ticipants, providing an electronic forum to exchange
technical information essential to research, design,
development, production, and operational phases of
the life cycle of systems, facilities, and equipment.

Navy Acquisition Reform
http://www.ar.navy.mil
Acquisition policy and guidance; World-class
Practices; Acquisition Center of Excellence; training
opportunities.

Navy Acquisition, Research and
Development Information Center
http://nardic.onr.navy.mil
News and announcements; acronyms; publications
and regulations; technical reports; “How to Do Busi-
ness with the Navy”; much more!

Naval Sea Systems Command
http://www.navsea.navy.mil/sea017/toc.htm
Total Ownership Cost (TOC); documentation and pol-
icy; Reduction Plan; Implementation Timeline; TOC
reporting templates; Frequently Asked Questions.

Navy Acquisition and Business Management
http://www.abm.rda.hq.navy.mil
Policy documents; training opportunities; guides on
areas such as risk management, acquisition environ-
mental issues, past performance, and more; news and
assistance for the Standardized Procurement System
(SPS) community; notices of upcoming events.

Navy Best Manufacturing Practices Center of
Excellence
http://www.bmpcoe.org
A national resource to identify and share best manu-
facturing and business practices being used through-
out industry, government, and academia.

Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command
(SPAWAR)
https://e-commerce.spawar.navy.mil
Your source for SPAWAR business opportunities, ac-
quisition news, solicitations,  and small business infor-
mation. 

Joint Interoperability Test Command (JITC)
http://jitc.fhu.disa.mil
Policies and procedures for interoperability certifica-
tion. Access to lessons learned; link for requesting
support.

Air Force (Acquisition)
http://www.safaq.hq.af.mil/
Policy; career development and training opportunities;
reducing TOC; library; links.

Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC)
Contracting Laboratory’s Federal Acquisition
Regulation (FAR) Site
http://farsite.hill.af.mil/
FAR search tool; Commerce Business Daily
Announcements (CBDNet); Federal Register;
Electronic Forms Library.

Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Tech-
nology and Logistics) (USD-AT&L)
http://www.acq.osd.mil/
ACQWeb offers a library of USD(AT&L) documents, a
means to view streaming videos, and jump points to
many other valuable sites. 

Director, Acquisition Initiatives (AI)
http://www.acq.osd.mil/ar
Acquisition news and events; reference library; AI or-
ganizational breakout; acquisition education and train-
ing policy and guidance. 

DoD Inspector General
http://www.dodig.osd.mil/pubs/index.html
Search for audit and evaluation reports, Inspector
General testimony, and planned and ongoing audit
projects of interest to the acquisition community.

Deputy Director, Systems Engineering, USD
(AT&L/IO/SE)
http://www.acq.osd.mil/io/se/index.htm
Systems engineering mission; Defense Acquisition
Workforce Improvement Act information, training, and
related sites; information on key areas of systems en-
gineering responsibility.

Defense Acquisition Deskbook
http://web1.deskbook.osd.mil
Automated acquisition reference tool covering
mandatory and discretionary practices.

Defense Acquisition History (DAH) Project
http://www.army.mil/cmh-pg/acquisition/acqhome.htm
The DAH Project is a multi-year program to produce a
detailed history of defense acquisition since 1947, to
be published in six volumes. The site features a quar-
terly online newsletter, project status announcements,
acquisition history links, and contact information.

Defense Acquisition University (DAU)
http://www.dau.mil
DAU Course Catalog, Program Manager magazine
and Acquisition Review Quarterly journal; course
schedule; policy documents; and training news from
the Defense Acquisition Workforce.

Defense Acquisition University Virtual Campus
https://dau1.fedworld.gov
Take DAU courses online at your desk, at home, at
your convenience!

Army Acquisition Corps (AAC)
http://dacm.rdaisa.army.mil
News; policy; publications; personnel demo; contacts;
training opportunities.

Army Acquisition
http://acqnet.saalt.army.mil
A-MART; documents library; training and business op-
portunities; past performance; paperless contracting;
labor rates.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

An Internet Listing Tailored to the Professional Acquisition Workforce

S u r f i n g  t h e  N e t

ACQUISITION & 
LOGISTICS EXCELLENCE



If
you would liketo add your acquisition or acquisition and logistics excellence-

related Web site to this list, please put your

request in writing and fax it to Sylwia Gasiorek-

Nelson, (703) 805-2917. DAU encourages the

reciprocal linking of its Home Page to other inter-

ested agencies. Contact the DAU Webmaster at:

webmaster@dau.mil.

Acquisition Reform Network (ARNET) 
http://www.arnet.gov/
Virtual library; federal acquisition and procurement
opportunities; best practices; electronic forums; busi-
ness opportunities; acquisition training; Excluded Par-
ties List.

Committee for Purchase from People Who are
Blind or Severely Disabled
http://www.jwod.gov
Provides information and guidance to federal
customers on the requirements of the Javits-Wagner-
O’Day (JWOD) Act.

Federal Acquisition Institute (FAI)
http://www.faionline.com
Virtual campus for learning opportunities as well as
information access and performance support. 

Federal Acquisition Jump Station
http://nais.nasa.gov/fedproc/home.html
Procurement and acquisition servers by contracting
activity; CBDNet; Reference Library.

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
http://www.asu.faa.gov
Online policy and guidance for all aspects of the ac-
quisition process.

General Accounting Office (GAO)
http://www.gao.gov
Access to GAO reports, policy and guidance, and
FAQs.

General Services Administration (GSA)
http://www.gsa.gov
Online shopping for commercial items to support
government interests.

Library of Congress
http://www.loc.gov
Research services; Congress at Work; Copyright Of-
fice; FAQs. 

National Technical Information Service (NTIS)
http://chaos.fedworld.gov/onow/
Online service for purchasing technical reports, com-
puter products, videotapes, audiocassettes, and more!

Small Business Administration (SBA)
http://www.SBAonline.SBA.gov
Communications network for small businesses.

U.S. Coast Guard
http://www.uscg.mil
News and current events; services; points of contact;
FAQs.

FEDERAL CIVILIAN AGENCIES INDUSTRY AND PROFESSIONAL
ORGANIZATIONSTOPICAL LISTINGS

Committee for Purchase From People Who
are Blind or Severely Disabled
http://www.jwod.gov
Provides information and guidance to federal
customers on the requirements of the Javits-Wag-
ner-O’Day (JWOD) Act.

MANPRINT (Manpower and Personnel
Integration)
http://www.MANPRINT.army.mil
Points of contact for program managers; relevant
regulations; policy letters from the Army Acquisition
Executive; as well as briefings on the MANPRINT pro-
gram. 

DoD Specifications and Standards Home Page
http://www.dsp.dla.mil
All about DoD standardization; key Points of Contact;
FAQs; Military Specifications and Standards Reform;
newsletters; training; nongovernment standards; links
to related sites.

Risk Management
http://www.acq.osd.mil/io/se/risk_management/index.
htm
Risk policies and procedures; risk tools and products;
events and ongoing efforts; related papers, speeches,
publications, and Web sites.

Earned Value Management
http://www.acq.osd.mil/pm
Implementation of Earned Value Management; latest
policy changes; standards; international
developments; active noteboard.

Fedworld Information
http://www.fedworld.gov
Comprehensive central access point for searching,
locating, ordering, and acquiring government and
business information.

GSA Federal Supply Service
http://pub.fss.gsa.gov
The No. 1 resource for the latest services and prod-
ucts industry has to offer. 

Commerce Business Daily
http://www.govcon.com/
Access to current and back
issues with search capabilities;
business opportunities; interac-
tive yellow pages.

DAU Alumni Association
http://www.dauaa.org
Acquisition tools and resources; government and related
links; career opportunities; member forums.

Electronic Industries Alliance (EIA)
http://www.eia.org
Government Relations Department; includes links to
issue councils; market research assistance.

National Contract Management Association
(NCMA)
http://www.ncmahq.org
“What’s New in Contracting?”; educational products cat-
alog; career center. 

National Defense Industrial Association (NDIA)
http://www.ndia.org
Association news; events; government policy; National
Defense magazine.

International Society of Logistics
http://www.sole.org/
Online desk references that link to logistics problem-
solving advice; Certified Professional Logistician certifica-
tion.

Computer Assisted Technology Transfer (CATT)
Program
http://catt.bus.okstate.edu
Collaborative effort between government, industry, and
academia. Learn about CATT and how to participate.

Software Program Managers Network
http://www.spmn.com
Site supports project managers, software practitioners,
and government contractors.  Contains publications on
highly effective software development best practices.

Association of Old Crows (AOC)
http://www.crows.org
Association news; conventions, conferences and
courses; Journal of Electronic Defense magazine.

An Internet Listing Tailored to the Professional Acquisition Workforce
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Purpose
The purpose of Program Manager Magazine is to instruct members of
the DoD Acquisition, Technology & Logistics (AT&L)  Workforce and De-
fense Industry on policies, trends, legislation, senior leadership changes,
events, and current thinking affecting program management and defense
systems acquisition, and to disseminate other information pertinent to
the professional development and education of the DoD Acquisition Work-
force.

Subject Matter
Subjects may include, but are not restricted to, all aspects of program
management; professional and educational development of DoD’s AT&L
Workforce; acquisition and logistics excellence; Defense industrial base;
research and development; test and evaluation; modeling and simula-
tion; commercial best business practices; and interviews with Govern-
ment-Industry Defense executives.

Program Manager is not a forum for academic papers, fact sheets, tech-
nical papers, or white papers (these are typically recognized by their struc-
tured packaging, e.g., Introduction, Background, Discussion, Methodol-
ogy, Recommendations, Conclusions). Such papers are more suited for
DAU's journal, Acquisition Review Quarterly. Program Manager Magazine
publishes, for the most part, feature stories that include real people and
events. Stories that appeal to our readers—who are senior military per-
sonnel, civilians, and defense industry professionals in the program man-
agement/acquisition business—are those taken from real-world experi-
ences vs. pages of researched information. 

Good writing sounds like comfortable conversation. Write naturally and
avoid stiltedness. Except for a rare change of pace, most sentences should
be 25 words or less, and paragraphs should be six sentences. Vary your
syntax. Avoid falling into the trap of writing one declarative sentence after
another. Package your article with liberal use of subheads.

Length of Articles
Program Manager is flexible regarding length, but articles most likely to
be published are generally 2,000-3,000 words or about 10 double-
spaced pages, each page having a 1-inch border on all sides. However,
do not be constrained by length requirements; tell your story in the most
direct way, regardless of length. Do not submit articles in a layout format,
nor should articles include any footnotes, endnotes, or references. Be
sure to define all acronyms.

Photos and Illustrations
Articles may include figures, charts, and photographs. They must, how-
ever, be in a separate file from the article. Photos must be black and white
or color. Program Manager does not guarantee the return of photographs.
Include brief, numbered captions keyed to the photographs. Place a cor-
responding number on the lower left corner, reverse side of the pho-

tographs. Also, be sure to include the source of the photograph. Program
Manager publishes no photos from outside the Department of Defense
without express permission. Photocopies of photographs are not ac-
ceptable. 

With the increase in digital media capabilities, authors can now provide
digital files of photos/illustrations. These files should be placed on our
server via FTP (File Transfer Protocol). (Our author guidelines at
http://www.dau.mil/pubs/pm/articles.asp contain complete instructions on
transferring these files.) Note that they must meet the following publica-
tion standards set for Program Manager: color and greyscale (if possible);
EPS files generated from Illustrator (preferred) or Corel Draw (if in an-
other format, provide program format as well as EPS file); TIFF files with
a resolution of 300 pixels per inch; or other files in original program for-
mat (i.e., Powerpoint).

Biographical Sketch
Include a short biographical sketch of the author(s)—about 25 words—
including current position and educational background.

Clearance
All articles written by authors employed by or on contract with the U.S.
Government must be cleared by the author’s public affairs or security of-
fice prior to submission. In addition, each author must certify that the ar-
ticle is a “Work of the U.S. Government.” This form is found at the end of
the PM Author Guidance. Click on “Copyright Forms” and print the last
page only, sign, and submit with the article. Since all articles appearing
in Program Manager are in the public domain and posted to the DAU
Web site, no copyrighted articles will be accepted. This is in keeping with
DAU’s policy of widest dissemination of its published products.

Submission Dates

Issue Author’s Deadline
January-February 1 December
March-April 1 February
May-June 1 April
July-August 1 June
September-October 1 August
November-December 1 October

Submission Procedures
Articles (in MS Word) may be submitted via e-mail to collie.Johnson
@dau.mil or via U.S. mail to: DAU PRESS, ATTN C. JOHNSON, 9820
BELVOIR RD, SUITE 3, FORT BELVOIR VA  22060-5565. For pho-
tos/illustrations accompanying your article, send us the original photos or
follow the guidance under “Photos and Illustrations”—opposite column.
All submissions must include the author’s name, mailing address, office
phone number (DSN and commercial), and fax number. 

Program Manager Writer’s Guidelines in Brief
(http://www.dau.mil/pubs/pm/articles.asp)
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